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PREFATORY NOTE

This report on the Educational Oppo tunity Grant Program __

based on data obtained from students receiving grants and:from financial

aid pers_nnel administering the program at the institutional level. The

data cover fiscal year 1970 (academic year 1969-70) and the findings are

applicable to conditiors existing during this year.

Both student and administrator respondents contributed generously

of their time by completing questionnaires, sunplying statistical data,

andin some instances--spending long hours discussing their e: -eilences

in the program with the investigators. In addition, personnel at the

Office of Education (Bureau of Higher EdUcation) have been mosr helpful

as have been administrators at the regional level.

Intellectual guidance and stimulation were provided by many of

my colleagues at the Bureau of Applied Social Research, in particular,

Dr. Sam Sieber, the Principal Investigator for the study. Special thanks

are due however, to Lois Sanders who reviewed the manuscript with pains-

taking thoroughness and whose insights and suggestions have been incor-

porated in the final report. A final expression of gratitude is due to

Carol Dulaney who organized, coordinated, and executed the complex tasks

involved in conducting a study of this size.

The reader should bear in mind that there is a basic premise

upon which the study rests. We hav proceeded on the ass option that the

3



program goal (of extending the opportunity for higher education to

high school graduates of exceptional financial need) is a good one;

the objective of the analysis was to assess the extent to whieh this

goal is -eing achieved rather than to question the value of the goal

itself.



Background

The Educational Opportunity Gra s (EGG) Program was establish 1

Under the Higher Education Act of 1965. Administe-ed through the U.S.

Office of Education, its purpose is:

to assist in making available the benefits of higher education
to qualified.high school graduates of exceptional financial need,
who for lack of financial means of their own or their families
would be unable to obtain such benefits without such aid.

The program is implemented through allocatiols to participating

institutions which distribute the monies to needy stude-ts Grants may

range from $200 to $1000 depending upon assessment of need, but may

constitute no more than half Of the student's total aid package. Guide-

lines for institutional administration of the program are set forth in

the legislation (as passed in 1965 and amended in 1969)- in the EGG

Manuall and in periodic memoranda to participating schools.

Obiectives of Study

In the sungner of 1969, the Bureau of Applied Social Research,

ColuMbia Univers4y was awarded a contract by the U.S. Office of Edu-

cation to study the students And institutions participating in the EOG

program. The objectives of the study were:

(1) To identif the de.-igraphic, academic, and atti udina ciaracter-

istics of students receiving EGG's;
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(2) To Aescribe the characteristics of institutions participating in

the EOG program and to note the procedures and problems iivo1ved

in the administration of the program.

To examine the financial aid packages polici s, and practices

of instituti ns as well as the financial aid packages awarded to

students.

(4) To determine the extent and effectiveness of institutional effr

to recruit, admit, and retain students of exceptional financial

need.

Procedures of Study

The following data have been collected:

estionnaires from 9789 students receiving EOG's during academic

year 1969-70. (Response rate was 78.1 per cent).

(2) Student Data Forms-from 580 aid administrators, containing infor-

mation on 10,166 students. (This represents 81.6 per-cent of the

administrators responding for 81 4 per cent of the EOG recipients).

Questionnaires from 1620 of the 19391 participating i stitutions.

(Response rate.was 84.3 per cent

(4 ) Factual material from U.S. Census, National Center fcir Educational

Statistics, EOG,Reports.

Qualitative data, obtained -hrough interviews with administrators

and students at twenty instituitions throughout the country.

1_ $-This was the number of participating schools on July 1, 1969;
more have enteivd since that time.

16



The sample of students was chos n as fellows:

The 1939 institutions were divided into three groups basej the

estimated number of grants to be awarded during 19i0-70.

Every large program (300 grants or more) every other medium-

sized program (100-299 grants), and every fifth small-prAgram

institution constituted the sample of 711 schools from which stu-

dents were selected.

Administrators from the sample schools supplied the names of the

students awarded EOG's for the 1969-70 academic year.2

(4) Students were selected from these lists as follows:

(0 every twentieth student from large-program 5ch00157

(b) every tenth student from medium-sized program schools;

(c) every fourth student from small-program schools.

Findin s
3

A. Students (Chapter Three)

1 When viewed against the yardstick of national (ACE) norms for

entering freshmen (1969) EOG freshmen constitute a group from

a distinctly lower socio-economic background and have propor-

tionally almost four tim s as many students from minority batk-

grounds.

Seventy per cent of the EOG recipients come from families with

annual incomes of less than $6000. The student whose family

2A11 but 14 institutions complied with our requests for these

lists.
3Findings are based on the respondents--institutional and

student. A comparison of respondents and non-respondents is presented

in Chapter Two.

17
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income exceeds $6000 receives a lower EOG, has more dependents

in his family, and holds a guaranteed loan or non-state schola

ship.

More EOG students than other undergraduates live on caripus.

EOG stulents are not a homogeneous group. Income and race

dramatically differentiate the demographic, academic, and at-

titudinal characteristics of students. Exceptionally low-

income/ninority students are more likely than other BOG re-

cipients to:

(a) be the first in the family to attend college

(b) have grown up on a farm or small toun in southern and

border states

have been enrollOd in a non-college preparatory program

in high school, have ranked in the lower half of their

high school class, and to have scored below the national

mean of SAT-Verbal or ACT'S

(d say they would not have been able to attend college with-

out financial aid

have decided only after completing high school to go to

college and to have found out only after high school that

they were eligible for financial aid

(f) be vocationally oriented

(g) attend public institutions, especially the two-year com-

munity colleges.

Compared to other students, however, the lowest income level/
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minority students have as high (or even higher) edu ational-

occupational and income expectations.

Differences among students from the various income levels, as

well as between racial groups, are compounded when both factors

are taken into account simultaneously. At every imome level,

the black BOG recipient4 enters college with more severe aca-

demic handicaps than the white student.

Efforts to compensate for these handicaps a_e apparent at every

income level. The black student receives a higher EOG, a larger

total financial aid package, and is more likely to be taking

remedial courses or receiving special tutoring or ccinseling.

Student attitudes toward grants, work, and loans a e related

both to the make up of their financial aid package and to family

income and ethnic background. Better than 80% of the black stu-

dents have negative attitudes toward working to pay for college

whether employed or not, and the higher the income the more op-

posed the students are to loans.

B. Institutions (Chapters Four, Five, and Seven)

1. Eight out of ten public, but only seven out of ten private in-

stitutions of higher education participate in the BOG program.

The two-year institu ions, both public and private, have the

highest proportion of EOG students with financial and academic

handicaps.

4Differences between whites and the other minority-groups are

not as clear-cut or consistent as those between whites and blacks.
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Although most institutions engage in efforts to recruit dis-

advantaged students about half have established specia pro-

grams for this purpose. The most active recruiters ar c. the

private universities; least active are two-year institutions.

All institutions cite insufficient funds as a factor lisiting

r preventing recruitment efforts. Almost half report that

one of the chief impediments to recruitment activity is lack

of funds for supportive services.

4. Many schools state that they limit recruitment efforts because

they already have sufficient disadvantaged applicants. This

appears to be a legiti ate claim. Administrators at some of

the other sclools, however, are reluctant to increase the pro-

portion of minority students on their campuses as they are of

the opinion that these students may create academic, religious,

or social problems.

All institutional types, but the university in particular, 4m-Id

to waive the normal admissions criteria more frequently for EOG

students Oan for other students. While a higher proportion of

EOG students have ranked in the top quartile of their high

school class than college students in general, this relationship

is reversed in the private university.

The data suggest that high school rank is less a function of

the objective achievement of the student than of the quality of

the secondary school from which he is graduatsd. Similarly, the

definition- of "high risk" student depends less upon the objective

20
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characteristics of the student than on the academic quality of

the institution of higher education he attends.

7. Mith few exceptions, EOG's are not awarded as scholarships.

There is no relationship between high school quartile rank and

the size of an EOG. Private universities are the least likely

to award EOG's to students of higher academic caliber.

In every type of school, EOG students are more likely than other

undergraduates to receive -iemedial help. The usa of supportive

services among EOG students is most pronounced at the university

level.

9. While there is wide variation in retention rates of LOG students

among different types of institutions, there is little difference

in reenrollment rates of EOG freshmen and other freshmen. Al-

though EOG stueents enter with academic handicaps, by the end of

the first year they have made sufficient progress to enable them

to remain in school. Retention rates of LOG students are highest

in private universities, lowest in two-year institution

10. Of the 254,000 students who received EOG's in 1968-69, well under

1 per cent withdrew for financial reasons, and approxi ately

per cent failed to reenroll for academic reasons.

11. Almost three-fifths of the institutiltons report that their BOG

allocation for FY 1970 was inadequate, but 72 per cent of the

predominantly black schools, in which two-thirds of the students

receive financial aid, report inadequate funds.

21
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12. Related to reports of inadequate funding are practices such as:

(a) giving smaller awards to more students

(b) giving priority to students with higher-Academic perfo

mance or to students who apply early--both of which penalize

the student who decides to go to college Only after com-

pleting high school.

13. Packaging practices are related to the availability to an in-

stitution of alternative sources of financial aid (endowments-

state support) to serve as matching funds for EOG's.

14. The percentage of the panel-approved amount allocated to in-

stitutions withIn each state accounts for differences in re-

ports as to the adequacy of EOG funds. In states funded at

85 per cent or higher- 56 per cent of the institutions report

sufficient funds! in states funded at less than 70 per cent

only 22 per cent report that their allocations were sufficient.

15. Overrepresented in states which are fUnded at less than 70 per

cent are predominantly black institutions, public two-year

schools, schools in low-income counties: in other words, funding

is least adequate where the need is the greatest.

16. Fiscal-operations data indicate that student financial aid per-

sonnel are targeting EOG's to s iudents of minority background.

In 1968-69:

(a) a lower propo tion of black students (49%) than white

students (69%) were enrolled In CWS and/or NDSL, but did

not receive an E_
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(b) almost twice the propo tion of black students as white

ones (13.1% compared to 7.3% ) received aid under all three

federal programs.

17. Most financial aid officers feel that the LOG program has defin-

itely been sucessful at their school (80%), On the other hand,

almost one-third (32.8%) state that LOG has had little impact

at their school other than serving as a source of additional

funds. The perceived success of the program is related to:

(a) such institutional variables as program-s ze, recruitment

effon.s and the proportion of students receiving financial

aid;

(b) student variables, such as the proportion of students wIth

family incomes under $3000, from minority backgrounds,

and who would have been unable to attend college without

financial aid.

most small campuses, and many medium sized ones as well, the

financial aid officer occupies one or more additional positions

(teacher, dean, etc. ). This multiple-role playing is directly

related to the reporting of administrative problems. Administra-

5
tive differentiation increases with program and school) size.

In large institutions, such administrative differentiation appears

to contribute to program success; in medium-sized schools joint

administration of financial aid and special recruitment programs

seems to be a feasible arrangement.

5
Separate administration of financial aid and special

recruitment programs.
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Conclusions and Recommendati ns

The major conclusion of this study is that the EGG program is

achieving its primary objective of enabling students of exceptional

financial need to obtain an education beyond high school. EGG's are

being targeted to the low-income/minority students Institutions are

engaged in efforts to recruit disadvantaged students, are waiving the

usual admissions criteria, and providing supportive services to over-

come the academic handicaps with which many such students enter.

Although institutions encounter problems in administering the

program, they overwhelmingly attest to the program's success and hope

to expand it -ithin the next few years. Financial aid personnel are

firmly committed to the goal of aiding the most needy students; they

are studiously attempting to follow offical guidelines. The primary

concer-_ however, is how to meet commitments to increasing numbers of

students in the face of costs which are rising disproportionately to

appropriations.

The major recommendations stemming from this study are:

(1 ) Modification of the state allocation formula to ensure channeling

of funds to states with the greatest need;-allocations should re-

flect in-state and interstate variations in the cost of living.

Immediate and substantial increase in the funding of the EGG pro-

gram to meet the needs which have been generated by increasing

numbers of schools in the program, reported increases in the number

of low-income students entering college- and higher costs of at-

tending college.
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Separate institutional grants to underwrite the costs of recruit

ment activities and the concomitant remedial programs.

Intensification of federal government efforts to distribute infor-

mation regarding the availability of financial aid for education

beyond high school. At the secondary level, dissemination of this

ype of information should begin no later than the ninth grade.

Three-year forward funding to facilitate long-range planning and

t- guarantee the commitment made to the student in the spring.

(6) Increased funding at the regional level to offer technical as-

sistance to the large number of small-program schools who report

problems in administering the program.

(7 ) The establishment and funding in each region of a Financial Aid

Advisory Commission under the auspices of the National Association

:f Financial Aid Officers. Members of this commission would pro-

vide direction to institutians in establishing the program in

setting up uniform need analysis systems, and in data collection

techniques fbr completing applications and fiscal-operations repDrts.

Elimination of the present $1000 ceiling on EQG's. The amount

of the grant should be determined solelron the basis of student

need in light of institutional costs.

Elimination of the four-year limit on the eligibility of students

for EQG s to provide continuous coverage for those requiring more

than four years to complete college.

0 Elimination of distinction between initial and renewal year monies

to permit flexibility and greater discretion in the distribution
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of awards at the institutional level.

(- 1 ) Prior consent of the student and his parents authorizing thc n-

stitution to release academic and financial data for evaluating

the program.

(12) Supplemental grants for institutions with high retention rates.

(13) Modifications of Application and Fiscal- erations forms:

(a) Initi _ e uniform reporting of program Activities. Both

forms should include the number of students in each inco_e

bracket and the dollar amount expended in each of these

categories.

Data on both family and parental income for independent

students.

Use of DHEW regional classification of Fiscal-Operations

Reports.

(14) Making provision for longitudinal panel studies of t ese EOG-re-

cipients in ofder to assess the long- ange effects of the program.

The above recommendations have been previously proposed by

financial aid personnel at the institutional, regional, and.national

levels, and have been under discussion in Congressional committee.

Their significance lies not so much in their originality as in the fact

that for the first time, there is a body of student and institutional

dLta to buttress them.



CHAPTER ONE

EVALUATION RESEARCH

"Ours is an age of action programs where large organizations

and huge expenditures go into the attempted solution of every con-

ceivable social problem."1 This haS been nowhere more apparent in

recent years than at the federal level where there has been a consid-

erable increase in the number of social action programs designed to

improve, in some manner and-to some degree the condition of those who

might be called "disadvantaged" or "culturally deprived." Congress has

approp_lated large sums of money; new organizational structures have

been created to administer these varied programs manuals and direc-

tives to those responsible for implementing these programs at the local

level have been: drafted and levised. huge amounts of data on those who

are being served by these programs have been amassed.

Despite the fact that systematic evaluation is a necessary

accompaniment to rational social action, many of these recently estab-

Lishe&jomograms have yet to be evaluated. Undoubtedly, those who

administer a social attion program at the top level receive at least

a minimum of feedback both from middle and lower level implementers of

the program as well as from the "clients" whom the program is designed

1
Itoman, H. H., Wright, C. R., and Hopkins, T. K., Applications_

Methods of Evaluation: Four Studies of the Encam.ment for Citizen-
p, University of California Press, Berkeley, 1962
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t- reach They become aware of som- of the problem spots and cognizant

of soMe of the p -gram's weaknesses and strengths. Furthermor- they

usually possess statistical data in the form of regular reports

required of those implementing the program at the local level. To

certain degree, therefore, a continual brocess d7 "in-house" evaluation

occurs.

A comprehensive evalration, however, entails collectlng objec-

'aye, systematic infur ation about the results of a social action pro-

gram. ' he technical features of such inquiries are exceedingly

complex," says Hyman,
2
and require that a specialized research organi-

zation, objective, impartial and free from-constraint, undertake such

a task. It is at this point that the social scientist can make a majn

contribu ion for, as Mbynihan has noted, "The role of social scie ,ce

lies not in the formulation of social policy, but in the measurement of

its results "3

. A major area in which federal monies have been increasin ly

expended, has been student financial aid, adMinistered under the aegis

of the U.S. Office of'Education. One sudh program in this area is the

Educational Opportunity Grant Protram authorized'under Title IV of the

Higher Education Act in 1965 (and amended in 1968 ). Its pumpose, as

stated in the 1965 legislation is

to provide, through institutions of higher education, educational
opportunity grants to assist in making available the benefits of

bid., P. S.

3
Moynihan, Daniel P., Maximum easible Misunderstanding: Com-

munity Action in the War on Poverty, The Free
p. 193.

28
Press, New York, 1969,
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higher education to qualified high school graduates of exceptional

financial need, who for lack of financial Mans of their own or
their families would be unable to obtain such benefits w thout

surh aid.

After almost five years of operation, little was actually known about

the extent to which the above goal was being achieved. Through Office

f Education s annual Fiscal-Operations Reports, tremendous amounts of

data were being collected from each institution. These data, however,

were sufficient merely to provide a skeletal view of the racial and

ethnic background, family income, and (,;1-- level of the students

receiving EOG's. Moreove:- time, budget, and personnel limitations

withih the Office of Education enabled only superficial collation and

analysis of the data being collected from participating institutions.

Accordingly the U.S. Office of Education contracted with ColuMbia

University's Bureau of Applied Social Research to conduct a detailed

study of the students and schools participating in the BOG Program.

The report which follows presents the restV,ts of this study.

Before proceeding to present these results4 however, it might

be helpful to discuss briefly some of the general problems and

procedures involved in "evaluation research, and then to relate these

to the specigic problems of evaluating the LOG Program.

Any action program is designed to achieve certain goals, and

any evaluation-of an action program must therefore attempt to assess

the degree to which program goals have actually been achieved. Program

goals however, are not always explicitly stated, not always shared by

those responsible for administering or implementing the program, and

not always stable over an extended period of time. The lack of

29
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explicitness, consensus, and stability of program goals raises diffi-

culties for Ue evaluator of a social action prog am.
4

Explicitness

Although the goals of government action programs are usually

explicitly stated in the legislation authorizing the program, the

gene al statement in the legislation may not exhaust the goals for t e

program as intendA by Congress or by program officials. Therefore

becomes necessary for the evaluator to sift through the directives,

memoranda, reporting and application for s, and other such materials

which may previde further explicit statements or clues as to progiam

goals. Simila ly, interviews with those responsible for authorizing,

administeriig, or implementing the program are necessary to reveal more

fully the antici ated goals for the program.

Consensus

The problem of determining what are he goals of a prog

compounded by the fact that there may be a lack of consensus amo,g

program officials, as well as between the latter and those responsible

for implementing the program at the regional and local levels. While

the effects of a social action program therefore, may be positive from

one point of view, they may be neutral or negative from another. A

f

4For a penetrating and extensive discussion of this subject see
Louis, K. S. and Metzger, L., Measuring the Goalf, of hction Programs:_

A Case Study of a New Technique, Bureau of Applied Soaial-Research,

New York, 101. 4

SSee pages 2-3 for the general statement of the objectives of the
EOG program as set forth in the Higher Education Act of 1A65.

so
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lack of consensus, regarding program objectives for example, was

implicit in the language of the House of Representative's as compared

ro the Senate s bill amending the 1965 Higher education Act n 1968).

Under the Senate bill, grants or contracts were to be authorized for

(recruitment) progrags t- identify qualified high school youths "of

financial or cultural need" with "an exceptional potential for post-

secondary educational training." The House bill authorized such funds

to identify youths of "exceptional financial need"; it eliminated the

notion of "exceptional potential." The conference to resolve the

differences between the two Houses adopted the Senate's language.
6

It

is evident from the above that the House was placing even greater

emphasis than the Senate on the goal of serving the student of excep-

tional financial need (as stated in the 1965 legislation.)
7

In addition to lack of consensus regarding program emphases

among the congressmen who designed -r voted for the legislation,

intensive case studies of the financial aid operation at more than

twenty institutions revealed that while there may be general consensus

regarding over-all program goals, emphases of students, financial aid

officers, other administrative officers, and regional/national

officials are not always congruent. Students with whom we spoke were

primarily concerned with the adequacy or inadequacy of their aid;

financiaUaid officers emphasized the administrative problems; regional

690th Congress, 2nd Session, House of Representatives, Report

No. 1919, p. 61.

7
At the same time the House was rejecting the notion that true

equali arianism is compatible with an aristocracy of talent.



20

and national officials tended to define 'success" in terms of the

extent to which program dIrectives were being adhered to. Admissions

officers stressed recruitment and academic deans emphasized problems of

retenti n of disadvantaged students. Thus students, institutional

personnel and program officials at the national or regional levels may

all differ as to the area in which program effects are most desired.

S ability

The modification or change of emphasis over time can further

complicate the problem of evaluating a social action program. Fartic

ularly in the case of government programs may goals and emphasis shift

with changes of Administration or with the resignation or replacement

of program personnel. Such a change of emphasis has been evident in

the case of the EOG Program--even during the past eighteen months.

Implicit for example in the Amendments to the Higher Education Act

(in 1968) in the memoranda to financial aid officers during 1968,

1969, and 1970, and in changes in the application form for funds

October 1970) has been the increasing emphasis on the goal of concen-

trating efforts and resources upon the most disadvantaged students.

The 1968 Amendments to the Higher Education Act of 1965, for example,

raised the maximum grant from 800 to $1000 and eliminated the $200

academic incentive award to students placing in the top half of their

college class. It also enabled institutions to increase the size of

their awards by permitting a student's College Work-Study earnings to

be used as matching funds. Page 1-1 of the 1970 Application Form

fu ther indi ated the Administration's increased emphasis on targeting

32
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available funds to the exceptionally needy student. The program

evaluator, therefore, must be alert L possible changes of program

goals or emphases over time.

Once the evaluator has determined what are the goals of the

program and has taken into account the possibility of lack of con-

sensus and stability of program goals then he may proceed to concep-

tualize program effects and to develop adequate indicators to enable

the assessment of program success. This too raises problems, for the

evaluator must determine the locus of program effects: that is has

the program affected individuals, organizations, communities, society?

Por example has LOG enaLed irdividuals to attend college? Has it

altered the orgauizational structure, goals and policies of institu-

tion of higher education? Has it reduced coommity unrest or mili-

tancy? Has it raised the general education level of society?

The locus of effects of a program which an evaluator must

conceptualize may be further specified, says Hyman, into "sub-regions."

Let us assume that the major objectives of the LOG Program are aimed

at individuals--students. Does this mean that the program has had

positive effects if:

(1) it has brought a disadvantaged student into llege?

(2) the student has adjusted academically?

(3) the student's educational and occupational aspi ations are,

high.

the student completes his education and enters an occupation

higher than that of his father?

33
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In other words, the "effect of the program on the student may be

behavioral attitudinal, motivational--these would all constitute areas

to be investigated in any evaluation of a program.

Similarly, if the locus or "regio under analysis is a collet-

tivity, suth as the college, there are also sub-regions for which the

program may have had impact. Has the introduction of EOG

(1) changed the composition of the student body?

( ) modified attitudes of faculty, alumni, t stees?

( ) increased the relative power or authority of financial a d

officers?

4 altered organizational goals or structure?

(5) affected college-community relations?

This evaluation, as is true of most evaluations of social action

programs will focus on the program effects upon individuals (studen s)

and upon aggregates institutions), wIll specify the various sub-

regions, such as attitudes, achievement behavior, organizational

structure, and then will operationalize these sub- egions in terns of

specific variables to be measured.

"Further complicating the problem of conceptualization for the

evaluator, is the dimension of time."
8

Most social action programs

attempt to effect change in attitudes or behavior of individuals, or in

goals or structure of organizations. The problem of the evaluator is

8
Hyman, H. H. and Wright, C. R., "Evaluating Social Action

Programs," in Lazarsfeld, P. F. et al,, The Uses of Sociolo y, Basic
Books, Inc New York, 1967, p. 759
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then to assess the extent of change in the specified locus. This is

normally done by using "before and after" measures. The problem may

arise, however, as to how soon "before" and how lo g "after. Many

programs may have "sleeper effects," that i , their impact on indivi-

duals or collectivities may not become apparent until months or even

years later. Similarly, an evaluator might oe interested in the extent

of ITpersjsteflce of effects." This would necessitate measuring the

"after" at specified intervals over a period of months or yearS.

In the case of the EOG program, the temporal problem is most

complex. The study has taken place at One point in time, after insti-

tutions as well as students have been participating in the program

for anywhere from several months to four years. The students represent

only the first cohort receiving BOG's. Several questions, therefore,

must be asked. After the first spirited efforts to recruit needy

students, what next? Will staff become stale and tired? Will

enthusiasm wane? Has the influx of this first cohort changed the

complex of student body, the aAitudes of administrators, the climate

of the campus so that the next cohort is likely to possess different

Characteristics? A replication of the study perhaps three to four

years later might help provide answers to these kinds of questions.

A second question one might ask concerns the more long-range

"effects- of the program on the cohort studied. To what extent has

there been a persistence of effects? Have recipients of EOG's com-

pleted the colleges they attended? Have they entered the occupations

they had anticipated entering while in college? Have they pursued

35



24

graduate study as they may have planned? A follow-up study would

obviously be called for if one -:ere to evaluate the long-range effects

of an EOG Program on students.

In evaluating the LOG program, the temporal problem is com-

pounded by the fact that the research design did not provide for a

control group of students or institutions not:participating in the LOG

program. The temporal effects of the program therefore, can only be

Inferred by controlling for the length of time an institution or

student has participated in it. A more valid evaluation of the progxam

calls for a follow-up of students (and institutions ) several years from

the time of their completion of the questionnaire in order to assess

the long.rrange effects of LOG.

Another difficulty inherent in an evaluation of a program such

as EOG is that today therexe many programs designed to effect -imilar

outcomes--namely to help provide the benefits of higheT education to

financially needy high school graduates. Hew does the evaluator

determine the extent to which LOG, rather than CWS NDSL, a state loan-

or scholarship or a local PTA grant has enabled an institution to

increase its enrollment of especially disadvantaged students? Simi-

larly, community pressures, as well as increased milit cy of student

demands, have led many schools to expand their efforts to recruit the

"culturally deprived" high school graduate. The problem, the_-efore,

of separating the effect of LOG from the effects of other similar

programs or of other organizational or environmental factors faces the

evaluator.
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Perhaps the major difficulty inherent in evaluat:ng a program

such as EOG however, stems from the fact that the program is adminis-

tered at the grass roots level by 1900 administrators in 1900 discrete

institutions, each with its own distinctive student body, geographical

locale, institutional goals philosophical or religious outlooks,

faculty interests, community relations problems, and so on. Therefore,

the central direct v s, or -i;niform application and reporting forms

which might give unity to the program, are translated into action,

interpreted, or implemented by administrators of the program according

to their o n unique situations.

Furthermore, as Hyman notes, programs are adminis ered by

people, by a staff,
9
and "with one turnover of personnel, the findings

of an evaluation may no longer apply Accordingly, similar financial

input of federal funds to two institutions will be handled with differ-

ing degrees of effectiveness.

Finally, it should be noted that evaluation seeks to do more

than to provide objective evidence of the extent to which a program has

aChiev d its explicitly stated, intended goals. The evaluator must

always be alert to the degree to which [the program] produces unanti-

cipated consequences which when recognized would also be regarded as

relevant to the social-action agency '

10
Such unintended consequences

may be-congruent wIth or contrary to the explicit objectives of the

11
program.

9Ibid., p. 754. "Ibid., p 762._
11
Merton, R. K., "The Unanticipated Consequences of Purposive

Social Action," American Journal of Sociology, 1938.
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One such unintended consequence of the federal student'

financial aid programs comes to mind. Several financial aid officers,

in conversations with us during the site visits, ment -ned that they .

devoted some time to "consUltine on an informal basis mith other-

financial did officers who were having difficulty administering the

program at their schools, completing reports,,requesting funds. The

rewards:of this activity accrued to the consultant iersona11y either

in the form of fees, or of peer recognition of expertise. Moreover,

this recognition of expe tise was beneficial.to the financial aid

officer's own institution.since an important component ofthe regional

panel- decisions on institutional funding is .the extent to which the

financial aid officer is regarded as competent and knowledgeable. It

isi_nteresting that this consultant role, as'yet not institutionalized,

has ,arisen as an unanticipated consequence of the sudden introduction

of large s.ums of federal voney into,colleges.12 This is juist one

example of the kinds of unintended results of social action programs

for which an evaluator must be alert.

Problems of ascert ning goals, of conceptualizing, op r,tion-

alizing, and isola ing "effects," of accounting for the temporal

dimension, of searching for unanticipated consequences--these are but

a few of the problems confronting the evaluatàr of a social action

program such as EOG.

12
0n1y recently it appears that financial aid officers, in

recognition of their lack of preparation for the demands imposed by
these new programs are creating associations for the instruction of
financial aid officers in the complexities of program administration.
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Rather than abdica-,e the answer lies in the two-step process

which will be followed in presenting the EOG data. The first stage

will be descriptive, the second analytical. The report will be diVided

as follows:

(1) Chapter Wo describes the kinds of data co lected, the sources

f data, the method of selecting respondents, ,and concludes

wi h a discussion of response rates (of institutions and

students

If the LOG Program is targeted to readh the student of excep-

tional financial need, especially minority students; then a

description of the socio-economic characteristics, academic

backgrounds, and callege decision-making processes of. our EOG

sample shpuld enable us to assess the extent to which students

receiving EOG's are_ those of exceptional financial need who,

without the benefit of such aid would have been unable IQ

attend college. In Chapter Three, therefore we .will describe

th "EOG Studen that his racial ethnic, socio-economic

background! his "raute to college"; his educational and occu-

pational plans; his attitude toward college in general and

to ard financial aid in particular.

In Chapter Pour we identify the characteristics of institutions

participating in LOG, that is, their type, control, size,

racial composition, and geographic location. We present data

to show the extent to which institutions participating in the

EOG pragram have established special programs or are utilizing
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various chann ls to recruit disadvantaged students, well as

the extent to wh ch these institutions are usi g non-t adi-

tional yardsticks for admitting these students and special

means for T taining them after admission.

Chapter Five is devoted to a description and analysis of the

financial aid policies and practices of institutions. It-also

presents data on student attitudes toward various forms of

ftnancial aid as well as a description of their financial aid

packages.

In Chapter Six we describe in depth the experiences, problems

procedures, and policies of twenty institutions in order to

present more detailed information about the LOG Program and

to explain relationships discovered through questionnaire

analysis.

(6 ) Finally, in Chapter Seven we attempt to pinpoint those insti-

tutional characteristics and procedures that are correlated

with perceived and actual 'success in administering the EOG

program.

40



CHAPTER TWO

METHODOLOGY

Sec ion 1. Kinds of Data Collected

Da a on Institu ions

As of July 1, 1969 (When the study began) #iere were 1,939

institutions -f higher education and an estimated 260,000 stude__

participating in the EOG program.1 Every participating institution

received a mailed que tionnaire to be completed by the financial aid

officer and designed to obtain information in the following areds:
2

(a) Gene institutional data minority enrollment, admissions,

academiclevel of the student body, tuition, fees, percentage

living on campus, etc.

Statistics on EOG recipi nts and program (nuMber of minority

recipients, academic level, attrition rates, proportion living

on campus etc

Procedures, policies and problems involved in administering

the EOG program at each school;

Infbrmation on recruitment and supportive

'These figures are based on the Notification to Members of

Cengress, LOG Report No. 1-69 and the supplementary notifications prior

to July 1, 1969.

2Copies of all Instruments us d in the EOG study are wended
is report.
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(e) The institution's own assessment of the impact of the EOG

program.

Althciugh the major source of institutional data has been the ques n-

naire, additional institutional data have been obtained from:several

oth_r sources:

1 Fiscal Operations Reports

Fiscal Operations Reports for the year 1968-69 were submitted

by all participating institutions to the U.S. Office of Education in

August 1969. These reports contained the following information for

each school:

(a) Number of students enrolled in the EOG program

(b) Breakdown of EOG recipients by:

( ) Initial vs. renewal grants

(2) Race

(3) Enrollment in NDSL and CWS programs

(4) Academic level

( ) Family income

(6) Academic rank in high school

Recruitment source

Enrollment in supportive progr

Attrition rates

The data from these fiscal operations reports have been sumifarized an

will be presented in subsequent chapters.
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Master Data Deck

A master data deck was constructed by compiling published data

on each institution. These da

sources:

of Information

Estimated nuMber of EOG's,
1969-70

(b) Federal region, type,
control race, open-
ing fall enrollment

Estimated number of EOG's,
1970-71

Demograph
of county
tution is

c characteristics
in which insti-
located

were obtained from the following

Source

Notification to Members of Congress,
LOG Report No. 1-69

Opening Fall Enrollment 1966, 1968
atio-a en er or ucationa

Statistics, U.S. Office of Education

Notification to Members
EOG Report No. 1 0

of Congress,

U.S. Census, county and City Data
Book, 1962

Utilization of these data considerably reduced the length of the insti-

tutional questionnaire and the burden on the financial aid officer.

Site Visits

Site visits have been made to twenty schools including at

least one In each of the ten DHEW regions. An entire day has been

spent at each school in conversation with financial aid personnel,

indiv duals responsible for recruitment or supportive programs, Deans

of Students, academic deans, faculty, and students. The purpose of

these visits has been to.obtain the kind of qualitative information

about an institution and its EOG Program which is unobtainable through

survey analysis alone. The information obtained through these sight

visits is presented ifl Chapter Six.
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Data on Student

Information about students participating in the LOG program

during 1969-70 has come from two sourcesstudents themselves and

financial aid officers. A sample of almost 10,000 students from 711

schools responded to a Student Quest1onnare yielding the following

kinds of information:

(a) Demographic background

(b) Educational background

(c) Current educational and financial status

(d) Attitudes toward college and financial aid

(e) Career and educational plans

Data on students in the sample were also collected from financial aid

officers at the sample schools. A short data form yielded information

about the student's class level, residence, grade point average (GPA)

and quartile placement financial aid, family income, high school rank,

test scores race, and sex. Altogether, data forms were returned by

580 administrators providing information on 10,166 students. This

represents 81 6 per cent of the schools responding for 81.3 per cent

of the students.
3

3In light of the extensive paperwork reqt_red in co leting

these data forms, the response rate ot 81.6 per cent is extremely sur-

prising. It should be noted, however, that despite this high response

rate, there are several serious problems attendant upon lie use of

these data forms.
Much of the information supplied is impossible to standardize

for purposes of analysis. Some institutions base their G.P.A;'s

on a 3-point scale, others on a 4-point one, etc. Some report

test scores in raw figures; others use percentiles, etc.;

Some of the information requested was omitted in a large per-

centage of cases because it was unavailable (high school rank,

44



Section IL Selecting_the SLudent Sample

Since for statist .al purposes it is not necessary to obtain

responses from every indiVidual in a large universe t was decided to

select a sample of students from the approximately 260,000 receiving

EOG's. A frequency distributior of participating institutions by the

number of awards gr _ted for 1969-70 indicated that over half (52 per

cent) of the awards were granted by only 12 per cent of the schools,

while 20 per cent of all awards -_ere granted by over 1,200, or 66 per

cent of the institutions participating in the EOG program.

Interest is obviously focused on those schools which are

receiving large EOG allocations. It was decided therefore to select a

sample of students from every_ school with a large (300 or more awards)

LOG progri, from every other school with a medium-sized (100-299

awards) EOG program, and from every fifth school with a small (under

100 awards) EOG program. 'his procedure yielded 711 schools:

S all-program: 239 sc ools

Medium-prog : 243 schools

Large program: 229 schools

percentile standing in high school or college);
Some information requested was omitted bec,Ikuse of reluctance on

the part of the financial aid office to supply jt (e.g., race, name
and address). Omission of the latter item makes it impossible to
match the data form with the student questionnaire;

Although institutions were extremely cooperative about complet-
ing the Institutional Questionnail-e and supplying lists of students
to whom we sent questionnaires, a substantial number have either
refused or expressed deep reluctance to complete the data forms for
several reasons:
a. Their concern about preserving the anonymity of the students

and about releasing any information without the student's
consent;

b. The lack of time and personnel to obtain and transcribe the
information requested.
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Table 2.1 compares small- and medium-sized sample schools with

all mall- and medium-sized EOG schools on selectee characteristics.

It can be seen that when EOG program size Is held consti:t, there are

no significant differences bet een sample schools and schools in the

LOG universe. Four-year and publ c institutions are perhaps slightly

overrepresented in the sample of small-prog am schools but among

medium-program schools the close resemblance between sample schools and

all schools is apparent.

The financial aid officer in each sample school was asked to

provide a listing of all students receiving EOG's during 1969-704 All

but fourteen financial aid officers lied with this request. The

stu elf.. sample was thet drawn from ilLS follows:

5 per cent of the recipients from small-program schools, or
2,271 students;

10 per cent of the recipients from medium-program schools, or
4,150 students;

5 per cent of the recipients from large-program schools, or
60074 students.

This sampling procedure resulted in a total of 120405 students to whom

questionnaires were mailed directly.-
4

4Approximately 275 students were not sent Student Question-
naires directly since the fourteen schools in which they were enrolled
had not returned their listings of EOG recipients. Instead, a packet
of student questionnaires was sent to each of the fourteen schools and
the financial aid officer was provided with instructions for distrib-
uting them to a sample of recipients.
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Selected
Charáterisis

TABLE 2.1

SELECTED CHARACTERISTICS OF SCHOOLS IN LOG UNIVERSE
AND OF SCHOOLS FROM WHICH STUDENT SAMPLES

WERE DRAWN BY PROGRAM SIZE

Small-
In EOG

Universe
Per cent

Scho
In

Sample
Per cent

In EOG In

Universe Sample
Per cent Per cenll

2.6% 3.3% 13.0% 14.4%University
Four-year 51.6 44.8 75.2 75.7

TWo-year 45.7 51.9 11.8 9.9

Control

Public 42.8% 47.7% 41.5% 43.6%

Private 57.2 52.3 58.5 86.4

Race

Predominantly white 98.4% 99.2% 91 93.4%

Predominantly black 1.6 .8 8.3 6.6

Federal Region*

1 10.8% 10.9% 7.7% 7.8%

2 15.8 15.0 17.9 18.1

3 10.8 11.3 9.6 9 5

4 12.2 11.3 12.4 12.3

13.7 13.0 17.5 17.3

6 11.9 13.0 13.4 13.6

7 6.4 7.0 11.6 11 5

8 2.8 2.9 3.7 3.7

9 15.5 15.9 6.3 6.2

TOTAL ,202 (239) (492) (243)

*See Appendix C for states in each region (as of July 1969 when

sampling was done). See also new regional breakdown for which data in
Chapters Three through Seven are presented

47



36

TABLE 2.2

DISTRIBUTION OF EOG RECIPIENTS IN THE UNIVERSE
AND IN THE SAMPLE BY SIZE OF PROGRAM

InEOGtJniverse
Recirie- s in llSiAmlated

Number*

Small Piograms

Medium Programs

Large Programs

Per cent Number Per cent

53,000

3,000

136 000

20.2%

27 9%

51.9%

2,271

4,150

6,074

18.2%

33.2%

48.6%

Total 262,000 100.0% 2,495 100.0%

==

*Est:kmate is based on estimated number of awards as
listed in Notification to Members of Congress, EOG report
No. 1-69

Section I I. Response Rates

In February 1970, questionnaires were mailed to approximately

12,500 students and the same number of student data forms was sent in

packets to 711 institutions in which these students were enrolled;

institutional questionnaire was mailed to each of the 1,939 partie-

pating schools. A month later, a second questionnaire was sent to

about 5,000 students who had not yet returned their forms, and follow-

up letters and questionnaires were mailed to approximately 750 non-

responding institutions. In June and July further follow-up letters

were sent to about 450 institutions who had not yet responded, and

Senior Program Officers in each of the Federal (DHEI1) Regions
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were asked to follow-up schools in their respec ive regions. In addi-

tion, telephone calls were made to most schools which had not returned

questionnaires by July 1 1970.

Tables 2.3 2.4, and 2.5 present the response rates respec-

tively for institutions, for students, and for scket" schools. The

overall institutional and student response rates of 84.3 per cent and

78.1 per cent are high when compared with institutional or student

response rates in other studies.5

The h gh institutional response rate was the result of a

combination of factors. First, perhaps, was the fact that the folio

up was quite c9mprehensive; each of the non-responding schools was

approached by mail and if necesssry by telephone; questions or hesita-

tions on the part of financial aid officers were handled by project

staff with alacrity; U.S. Office of Education regional personnel

cooperated by telephoning non-responding institutions in their respec-

tive areas. A second factor contributing to the hii institutional

response rate may have been the letter to each school from Preston

Valien, Acting Associate Commissioner for Higher Education, explaining

the purpose of the study and asking for cooperation. Mbst in portant,

5
For example, Bowers' study (Bowers, W. J., Student Dishonesty

and its CoIllrole_, Bureau of Applied Social Research, New
York, 1964) elicited a 60 per cent response rate from students at 100
selected colleges. mash's study of Urban Corps summer interns (hlash,
G. and Nixon, J., Res onse to Challen e: The New York Ci Urban
Corps, Bureau of Applied Social Research, New York, 1967) dre
53 per cent response rate. Similarly, a study of California's Educa-
tional Opportunity Programs (Kitano, H. and Miller, D., An Assessment
of Educational O'ortunit Pro rans in California Hi er Education,
Scientific Analysis Corporatiàñ., California, 1970) e 14:2 e only a
60 per cent institutional response.
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INSTITUTIONAL QUESTIONNAIRE RESPONSE RATE
BY SELECTED CHARACTERISTICS

Selected
Characteristics

Sample Schools Non-Sampl choo s To al
Number of
Schools

Response
Rate

Ntimber.of
Schools

Response
Rate

Number of
Schools

Response
Rate

Program size (n) (239) (963)

Small 4...)9 87.4% 963 83.7% 1,202 84.4%

Medium 243 82.3. 249 83 55' 492 82.9%

Large 229 86 0% - 229 86.04

Type

University 145 86.2% 53 84.9% 198 85.

Four-year 411 86.6% 701 81.8% 1,112 83 5%

Two-year 155 80.6% 458 86.5% 613 85.0%

Control

Public 3 8 85.7% 496 87 4 894 86.9%

Private 313 84.7% 716 80.7% 1,029 81.9%

Race

Predominantly
white

658 85.7% ,169 84.2% 1,827 84 8%

Predominantly
black

79.2% 43 67.4% 96 74.0%

Federal Region

1 56 83.9 122 78.7% 178 80 3%

2 110 74.5% 201 76'..1% 311 75.6%

3 78 88.5% 126 79.4% 204 82.8%

4 82 80.5% 149 87.2% 231 84.8%

S 115 89.6% 176 85.2% 291 86.9%

6 90 91.1% 147 87.8% 237 89.0%

7 77 87.0% 90 84.4% 167 85.6%

8 23 82.6% 36 97.2% 59 91.5%

9 80 88.8% 165 87.9% 245 88.2%

TOTAL 711 85.2% 1,212 83.7% 1,923 84.3%
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however, was the apparent belief of many financal aid officers as

expressed in their correspondencemith us that the data resulting from

the study would be utilized to strengthen the program and would serve

as an impetus to increase federal funding for student financial aid.

Similar hopes or expectations probably contributed to tne high

student response rate. Many students (not recognizing that the Bureau

of Appliec Social Research wa5 unconnected wIth the source of the funds

they were receiving) thanked us profusely for their grants or pleaded

for additional money. This led us to suspect that the exceptionally

high student response rate was partially the result of students' fears

that non-response might lead to a cutting-off of their BOG-s.
6

The high overall response rate, however; may mask a differ

tial response rate by selected student or institutional characteristics.

Further examination of Table 2.3 indi4.ates that there is almost no

difference in the response rate by institutional type or by size of EOG

program but that the administratOrs in public colleges were slight i

more likely than those in private ones to return.questionnaires. Pre-

dominantly Neg o schools had the lowest institutional response rate.

:6
That some students may have been cowed tuto participation

because of fear of losing their grants, raiSes the.ethica question of
invasion of privacy. For a discussion of this issue, see Weiss, C. H.
"Ethical and Political Issues in Social Research," The Social Welfare
Forum, National Conference of Social Welfare, 1970.

7Perhaps these administrators, in state or locally controlled
schools, are generally'more accustomed to demands for regular reporting
and therefore have established mathinery and personnel for such pur-
poses.
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The lower response rate from adAinistrators in predominantly

Negro colleges iS not surpri'ing. In their recent study of black

higher education, Jaffe et al. note that these schools a e expa ding

rapidly and that current concern about higher education for blacks has

led to repeated requests for data from these schools. These factors

have p aced increasing burdens on administrative and clerical personnel,

making it difficult for them to comply with requests from researchers.

Finally, an examination of institutional response-rates by

Fedeia:_ Region (Table 2.3) reveals a variation from a "low" C

76 per cent to a high of 92 per cent (in Region VIII) The variation

by region is possibly a function of the communication (regarding the

study) bet een the U.S. Office of Education in Washington and their

respective regions as well as betweam the Bureau of Applied Social

Research and each region. In fact our.experience in this study

accentuates the extreme importance of regulat'communication with

administrators at all levels of the program which is being evaluated.9

Students in publiC institutions respOnded at about the same

rate as those in the wriVate seCtor (Table 2.4). Similarly, response

rates of students in small medi -, or large-program schools were

8Jaffe, A., Adams, W., and Meyers, S. G. Negro Higher Educa-

tion in the 1960's, Praeger, New ork, 1968, pp. 223-25.

9-It is interesting to n te that the response rate for sample

sch-ools is slightly higher than for non-sample ones (85.2 per cent and

83;7 per:cent, respectively) despite the burden on the former to com-

plete Student DataPorms as well as Institutional questionnaires. -This

toe may underline the efficacy of comiunication with program adminis-

trators. We- were in substantially more communication with the sample

institutions in order to expedite completion and return of the data

forms.
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TABLE 2.4

STUDENT QUESTIONNAIRE RESPONSE RATE
BY SELECTED CHARACTERISTICS

Selected
Characteristics

Number of
Sample

Students

Response
Rate

Program Size

Small 2,271 80.1%

Medium 4,150 78.6%

Large _64074 77.1%

Typ

Unive-sity 3,702 78.8%

Four-year 7,251 79.0%

Two-year 1,542 72.9%

Control

7,666 77.5%r71.1bl1c

.rivate 4,829 79.1%

Race

Predominantly
white 11,228 78.8%

Predominantly
black 1,267 72.7%

Federal Region

1 824 77.9%

2 1,892 .71.4%

3 1,415 81.0%

4 1,377 80.7%

5 2,206 81.7%

6 1,626 84.4%

7 1,422 77.9%

8 420 81.4%

9 10313 67.9%

TOTAL 120495 7
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about the same. Students in two-year colleges, ho ever, as well as

these in predominantly black schools we:e somewhat less likely to

complete questionnaires than were thrle in four year or predominantly

white institutions. The response rates reflect variations in the

Characteristics of students (racial ethnic, and economic backgrounds)

at different types of institutions.
10

In contrast to, the very high overall response rate: the low

response rate fro "packet schools-' (Table 2.5) is accounted for by

the probable failure of seven of these fourteen institutions to dis-

tribute questionnai_ s to a sample of LOG recipients as requested.

Fewer than 200 students (1 per cent of the entire sample) never

received questionnaires for this reason.

TABLE 2.5

RESPONSE Ri_rE FOR STUDENTS FROM "PACKET"
SCHOOLS BY PROGRKM SIZE

P ogram Size

Small

Medium

Large

Estimated
Number in
S 1 *

52

106

131

All "Packet" Schools 2 9

Number
of

R s onden s

Response
Rate

24

74

132

65%

23%

65%

46%

*Estimate was based an estimated number of awards as
lis ed in 1212.ficatiorbeit.soLginiress_g, EOG Report
No. 1-69.

1°A comparison of characteristics of responding and non-
responding EOG recipients is presented at the end of this dhapter.
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Section IV. Response Bias

The preceding section has documented and partially explained

the, differential response rates by school typ- control region,

racial composition, and size of EOG program. In this section we co

pare the characteristics of responding and non responding institutions

and students in'order to assess the extent to wh ch non-response

reduces out-ability to gene:alize our findings.

Institutions

Table 2.6 pe mits a comparison of the universe and of non-
,

responding institutions on selected Characteristics. It is clear that

these tWo groups do not differ substantially in respect to EOG program

size, control- type, racial composition or Federal Region. Four-year

schools are slightly over-represented among'our non-respondents ai are

private and predominantly Negro instituti-ns. Similarly, as wa_ noted

in Table 2.3- Region II is over-represented. Since much of the data in

later chapters will be presented separately for sChools of different

control, type and racial composition, we do not expect that this slight

over- or under-represeatation will bias our results.

S uden s

For 2,000 students who failed to return their questionnaires we

have information provided by their schools which enables us to compare

all students with non-responding_ students on selected Characteristics.

In Table 2.7 it can be seen that there are several ch racteristics

which differentiate non-respondents from all EOG students in the sample.
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TABLE 2.6

PERCENTAGE DISTRIBUTION OF SELECTED
CHARACTERISTICS OF RESPONDING AND

NON-RESPONDING INSTITUTIONS

Selected
ChaTucteristics

Al EOC
Schno
1 92

Responding
Schools
.'.-1

No -Responding
Schools
(303)

Program SizA

Small
Medium
Large

!US_

62.5%
25.6
11.9

62.7%
25.2
12.2

61.84
27.7
10.6

University 10.3% 10.5% 9.2%

Four-year 57.8 r 57.3 60.4

Two-year 31.9 32.2 30.4

Control

Public 46.5% 48.0%

Private 53 5 52-0 61.4

Race

Predominantly white 95.0% 95.6% 91.8%
Predominantly black 5.0 4.4 8 2

Federal_ReOon_

1 9.3% 8.8% 11.6%

2 16.2 14.5 25.1

3 10.6 10.4 11.6

4 12 0 12.1 11.6

5 15-1 15.6 12.5

6 12-3 13.0 8.6

7 8.7 8.8 7.9

8 3.1 3.3 1.6
12.7 13.3 9.6
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Blacks and other minority-group students are clearly under-represented

in our sample, as are males. Similarly, poor students both academ-

ically and financially, and non-resident students more difficult to

locate by mail) are somewhat und -represented. There is little

difference, however, between non-rospondents and all EOG students as

far as year in school and size of EOG are concerned. In the analysis,

whenever necessary, whatever discrepancies have been found between non-

respondents and all LOG students will be taken into account by con-

trolling for those characteristics on which the two groups differ

substantially.

The re earcher can reduce bias by weigh.ing or by controlling

by significant variables on which respondents and non-respondents may

differ. However, it is important to determine whether respondents

differ substantially from the universe of clients of the social action

program. We can test the representativeness of our sample by refer-

ring to the Fiscal-Operations data, submitted to the U.S. Office of

Education in August 1969 by every institution participating in the LOG

program. The tape contains information about financial aid packaging

by race--the characteristic which most differentiated our respondents

from non-respoidents. Blacks and other minority group students are

somewhat der-represented in our sample if we restrict the comparison

o students for whom data were su lied by th financial aid officer.

This is not so, however, if we compare the racial and ethnic background

of our respondents 1th Fiscal-0 erations Data for all students receiv -

in EOG's in 1968-69 (Table 2.8)
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TABLE 2.7

TAUNTAGE DISTRIBUTION OF SELECTED
CHARACTERISTICS REPORTED BY FINANCIAL AID OFFICE FOR

FOR RESPONDING AND NON-RESPONDING STUDENTS

Selected CharacteriT cs

Total FAO
Sample*

(10,166)

Responding
Students

078)

-
Non-Responding

Students
(2,088)

. .

Race

Indian Oriental Spanish 7.3% 6.7% 9.4%

Negro 24.8 21.0 39.6

White 57.9 72.4 51.0

Sex

Male 48.2% 46.0% 55.8'
Female 51.8 54.0 44.2

Studen t's Quartile
Haceme H.S.)

Bottom Quartile 4.8% 3.7% 9.1%

3rd Quartile 11.7 10.4 16.9

2nd Quartile 26.2 25.6 29.1

Top Quartile

amilE112:1mTL

57.3 60.2 45.0

Under $3000 25.7% 24.6% 30.0%

$3000-4499 22.5 22.4 22.8

$4500-5999 21.2 22.2 21.8

$6000-7499 16.4 17.0 14.0

$7500 or more 45.3 15.8 11.3



TABLE 2.7--Continued

Total FAO

Selected Characteristics SampLe*
(10,166)

Student Residenc-
Classi fcatiàn

47

Responding
Students

8,07B)

Resident
Non-resident

t of EOG

65.9%
34.1

67.3%
32.7

Less than $400 21.8% 21.4%

$400-599 34.1 34.5

$600-799 23.4 -24.2

$800-999 11.6 12.3

$1000 9.2 9.0

Year in School

Freshman 34.5 34.5_

Sophomore 28.0 28.1.

Junior 21.2 21.6

Senior 15.8 15 5

Other .4 3

Non-Respond ng
Studehts
(2,088)

608
39.2

22.9%
32.2
21.7
12.6
10.6

34.1%
27.9
19.9
17.3

.8

*Throughout this report we use the term "Student Sample" to

refer to all students responding to the questionnaire and "FAO

Sample" to refer to those students for whom data have been re-

ceived from the financial aid officer. This last group includes

both respondents and non-respondents to the student quzstionnaire,

The term "PAO Respondents" includes students for whom data from

both sources are available.
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TABLE 2.8

RACE AND ETHNIC BACKGROUND OF SELECTED GROUPS OF

RESPONDENTS AND OF ALL 1968-69 RECIPIENTS

FAO Sample
Students
(10,166)

FAO EOG

Respondents
(8,053)

Question-
naire

Respcadent

(9,637)

All 1968-6
EOG Recipients
Fiscal-Operations

Reports
2-3 811

24.8 21.0 22.0 23.0

1

.5 .4

.9 73 6.7 1.0 8.8 1.0 6.6

6.1 7.3 5.2

67.9 72.4 69.2 70.5

Tabl- 2.8 clearly shows that the race and ethnic background of

ndents and of all 1968-69 EOG recipients are quite similar.

respondents and non-respondents, therefbre, may differ from

er on selected items
11

our respondents do not differ to an

appre iable extent from the universe, that is, from all students

rccei,j7,g tOG's.

stud

In subsequent chapters we shall speak of the "EOG

h ith a faIr degree of confidence that our sample is generally

represeot ltive ef all EOG recipients.

11
Por a relevant discussion of non-response among ex-high

school students, see Vincent, Clark E., "Socio-Economic Status and

Famlli 1 Variables in Mail Questionnaire Responses," American Journal

of S 'o 0 Vol. 69, 1964, pp. 647-53.
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O{APTER THREE

EOG STUDENT"

Introduction

Federal student fijflia1 aid programs in general, and the EOG

Program in particular, h

targeting funds for studeat

directives to financial aid

concentrating EOG awards

For the first time the App

documentation of the extea

specific income categorie

sented to legislators Iho

reiterates the need to chall

A description, the

of the EOG students in ou

success. What

families

minority

easiagly placed their emphasis on

SlEaRII9AL financial need. Recent

eel's have stressed the importance of

"under $6000" family income category.

j,cation Form for Fiscal Year 1972 required

which monies w uld be allocated within

lie Presidential program recently pre-

drafting the new Hizher Education Bill

thes. funds to the lowest income groups.1

e, of the socio-economic characteristics

le is one means of assessing program

proportion of uudents receiving these awards come from

with incomes unde $6000? What percentage are from deprived

group backgrounds? tiow vanY would have been unable to attend

college without financial

not planned to continue th%

-See, e.g.
March 1, 1971 p.

What proportion of LOG recipients have

education past high school? Answers to

le of Higher Education, Vol. V, No. 21

61.
49
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these and related questions will be presented in this chapter as one

means of ascertaining the extent to which EOG funds have been allocated

to students of -'exceptional financial need, who for lack of financial

means of their own or their families . . '2 would have been unable to

pur_ue their education beyond high school.

A description of "the EOG student," however, is not in itself

eviden --even were we to find a large proportion of low-inco e,

minority backgrond recipients--of program sucCess. There must be some

yardstick against which to compare EOG students' socio-economic charac-

teristics to assess whether they differ from the average college

student. Unfortunately, those who drafted the request for the proposal

decided not to include a control group of students not receiving EOG's

in the study design. In 1969, however, the American Council on Educa-

tion (ACE) collected data from a nationwide sample of college fresh-

men.3 We included several items from the ACE instrument in our ques-

tionnaire so that we might compare the EOG freshman recipient with the

national norms. Accordingly, selected relevant characteristics

of these two groups are contrasted in order to ascertain whetiv.r

students to whom EOG federal monies are being channeled do con-

stitute a uecially needy group.

2Higher Education Act, p. 1.

3
Creager, J.A., Astin, A. W., Boruch, R. F. Bayer, A. E.,

and Drew, D. E. National Norms for Enteriujp_tLlomLja;IETa=f211_12§9.

62



Section I. "The LOG S uden

/. Income

To what extent are LOG s being awarded 1.-Am vid^Mem c 1'1 lAnn q 9J.wr7-44,

Table 3-1 presents income data from two sources: the student himself

and the financial aid officer. It is interesting to note that more than

10 per cent (10096) of these students cannot estt ate their family

income and another 3 per cent (309) d d not answer the questiOn.* It is

also interesting that, despite increas ng emphasis on targeting awards

to students whose family incomes are under $6000, almost two-fifth- of

the students (39 per cent) report family iLcomes above this amount.

TABLE 3.1

FAMILY INCOME OF EOG STUDENTS

FamIly Income

Student
Saw.?le

(1)

FAO
Sanple

(2)

FAO Reported Income
for Students Not
Indicating Amount

(3)

Under $3000 19. 25.7% 32.4%

$3000-4499 21.1 22.5 19.2

$4500-5999 21.3 22.2 20.2

$6000-7499 17.2 16.4 16.0

$7500 or more 21.9 13 3 12.2

(n) 8-384) (90681) (10058)

Don't know** (10096)

No answer** (309) 485) (87)

*Robert Boris of Office of Program Planning and Evaluation has infor ed

us that this is the same percentage as reported for the ACE sample of

college freshmen.

**See column 3 for Financial Aid Officer reported income.
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mz.vho-ne full crede.-.- should not be given to the student's

response to this question. Several financial aid officers with whom we

spoke noted that students, especially those from dis8dvantaged homes,

are not reliable reporters of family income. It is possible, therefore,

that many students were "guessing." Financial aid officers may be more

reliable reporters of student family income since their data are based

on information obtained through the Parents' Confidential Statement or

dir ctly from Income tax reports. Accordingly, most of the data to be

presented, unless otherwise specified, will be based on income as

reported by the financial aid officer.

If we compare student and financial aid officer reports of

family income we find that 62 per cent according to the student but

70 percent according to the financial aid officers, of the EOG recipi-

4
ents come from families with annual incomes of less than $6000. A

comparison of student and aid officer responses, category by category,

reveals that there is an almost perfect match between the two s-ts of

responses except_for_the highest_and_the lowest income_categories The

Division of Student Financial Aid has noted a striking rise in the

numbers of inde endent students, that is, students from whom no paren-

tal centribution is expected. It may be that some of the students who

report family incpmes in the higher ranges have been classified as

independent students by the financial aid officer and that this accounts

4
A spokesman for the U.S. Office of Education recently reported

that figures on the operation of student-aid programs last year indi-

cated that 70 to 76 per cent of the monies expended went to students

from families with incomes of $6000 or below. See The Chronicle of

Higher Education, Vol. V, No. 7 (November 9, 1970) p. 3
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for the discrepancy in Table 3.1. Table A3.6 in Appendix A shows

at among independent student 42 per cent _f those reporting famiir

incomes above $6000 are classified by the financial aid officer in the

"under 3000" category. Among parent-supported students the corres-

ponding figure is 5 per cent. Or, stated differently, among indepen-

dent students 37 per cent of those whose income is reported by the

financial aid officer as under $3000 stgte that their family income

exceeds $6000. Again, the corresponding figure is 10 per cent for

parent-supported students. In other words, it appears that in some

cases financial aid officers are reporting the income available to the

student in other cases the figure represents the student's family_

income.

It is recognized that many students, because of age, marital

status family relationships, or other factors may come from a high

income home but be unwilling to accept or unable to expect any paren al

assistance in attending college. We assume that FAO's are only award-

ing EOG-s to students who can legitimately be classified as indepen-

-dent. However, it is important to know the actual family background

from which these independent students stem. The under $3000 category

may be blur -ing the true picture for it may include (1) students with

family income under $3000; (2) independent students with family income

Table A3.2 in Appendix A confirms that independent students

generally are older, married or divorced, come from fatherless families,
and in other respects resemble the archtypical disadvantaged student.
We recommend, therefore, that even for independent students, gross
family income data be collected in order to obtain a clearer picture
of the kinds of backgrounds from which all financially aided students
stem.
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under $3000; 3) independent studerts with resources under $3000, but

from fa- ilies whose incomes are well into five figures. Still, even

the figures provided by financial aid officers indicate that almost

30 per cent of EOG recipients come from fa ilies wjth annual incomes

above $6000. This is a rather high proportion of students who may not

be exceptionally needy. Perhaps such 5tuH9nt5 are receiving lower EOG

awards, r there are more dependents in their families; perhaps they

more frequently have other siblings attending college at the same time.

We can only speculate on the last possibility. we do have data, how-

ever, .to test the others.

Ta:ble 3.2 examines selected characteristics of EOG students,

ho ding income constant. It can- be seen that part of the explanation

of why EOG's are awarded to some students in the "above $6000" category

is that these students are more likely to attend -o-e expensive insti-

tutions and to live on campus.

There is a strong inverse relationship .between family income

and size of the EOG award;6 the average BOG for -tudents in the highest

income group is $106 less than that of the lowest income group student.

Similarly, the number of dependents in the EOG recipiemis family is

directly related to family income. This too may account for the

eligibility of the higher income student for an LOG.

6
This relationship is especially pronounced for students

attending private institutions: the average BOG award is close to $700
for the lowest income group and only $523 for students with family
incomes of over $7500. It is interesting that the mean dollar amount
of the 1969-70 BOG as reported by the student is only $22 less than
that reported by the financial aid officer. In other words, students
are aware of the amo,unt of money they are receiving through this

feCerally funded source.
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TABLE 3.2

SELECTED CHARACTERISTICS OF EOG STUDENTS
BY ANNUAL FAMILY INCOME

-Selected
Characteristics

Annual Family Income
(as reported by Financial Aid Officer)

Less than
$3000

$3000-
5999

$6000- :7500-

7499 8999
$9000

or more

Mean EOG award

Mean amount of
student's financial
aid package

PeTcentage receiv-
ing non-state
scholarships

Percentage with
guaranteed loan

Mean number of
dependents in
student's family

6. Mean tuition and
fees in student's
school

Percentage living
on campus

$586 $573 $545 $490 $477

(2,478) (4,306) (1,591) (791) (491)

$1206 $1217 $1226 $1176 $1245

(1,825) (3 325) (1,267) (614) (399)

18.1% 24.5% 29.9% 27.4% 31.2%

(2,485) (4,320) (1,591) (792) (493)

7.6% 10.5% 13.3% 13.3% 16.2%

(2,48! (4,320) (1,591) (792) (493)

3.0 3.6 4.4 5.2 5.8

(2,232) 4247) 1,571) (783) (487)

$639 $768 $868 $972 $1054

(2,414) (4,154) 1,533) (754) (474)

61% 66% 71% 71% 70%

(2,424) (4,239) ,546) (771) (482)
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Although their tuition and fees are substantially higher than

those of the low-income students, students from higher income families

receive about the save tiztal amount of financial aid. The source of

their aid, however, is more likely to be a seholarship or guaranteed

loan.

In sum, 70 per cent of the LOG students acme from families with

annual incomes below $6000. The student whose family income exceeds

$6000 receives a lower LOG and tends to have a large number of depen

dents in h s family.

Since the emphasis on recruiting students from the viry lowest

inco e groups is increasing, it may be expected that in the next

several years this group will constitute a larger proportion of student

bodies at different institutions. Accordingly, it !)ecomes of more than

academic interest to examine the charaLteristics, attitudes, and

expectations of very low-income students to see if they differ from

those of the Audent from relatively less indigent families. Table 3.3

presents selected demographic, financial, academic and attitudinal

Characteristics of the LOG students from each income category.

It can readily be seen that these

geneous group

family income

Table 3 3 reveals that fo

is a differentiating facto

Table 3.3 reveals that almost half of the

recipients are hardly a homo-

almost every item presented

The first section of

lowest income students come

from southern or border states and are more likely to have grown up on

a farm, ranch, or reservation. Similarly, they are very frequently

the first in the family--even with older siblings--to attend college.



TABLE 3.3

SELECTED DEMOGRAPHIC, ACADEMIC, FINANCIAL,
AND ATTITUDINAL CHARACTERISTICS OF

EOG STUDENTS BY ANNUAL
FAMILY INCOME

Selected
Characteristics

Demographic

1. Permanent residence in
South and Border states

Grew up on a farm ranch
or reservation

First in family to
attene college

Black students

Other minority background
students

Head of household
unemployed

Academic

1. Ranked in bottom half of
high school class

Mean SAT-Verbal

Not enrollea in college
preparatory program in
high school

Annual Family Income
ed by Financial Aid_Officer)
000- $6000--- 7500- 9000

5999 7499 8999 or more

re

57

Less th
3000

44.1%
(7,428)

26.2%a
(11884)a

43.4
(1,372)

374% 28.5% 22.9% 20.

(4,195) (1,546) (756) (478)

22.3-6 17.5% 14.3% 9.7%
426) (1,298) (643) (411)

34.6 28.3 26.6 21.2

2,314) (795) (376) (245)

32.6 24.8 18.9 13.4 13.5

(2,359) (4,119) (1,491) (756) (473)

10.2 6.8 5.5 4.3 3.8
(2,359) (4,119) ( 91) (756) (473)

18.6 8.0 2.8 1.7 2.0

(1,796) ( 11) (1,271) (632) (403)

19.1 16.5 14.8 10.7 14.4
(1,599) 3111 1,229) (616 ) (397)

448 465 I 489 509 511

(849) (1,781) (731) (374) (255)

47.3% 39.6% 32.1% 27.5% 22.3%
(1,848) 3 377 1,291_ (639) (404)

o be read as follows: 26.2% of those in the "Less than $3000"
income category grew up on a farm, etc., compared to 9.7% of those in
the'$9000 or more" category.

Limited to EOG recipients with older siblings.

*The numbers in parentheses represent the total on which percentages
are based.

69



TABLE 3. 3--Continued

Selected
Characteristics

A-ademi (cont'd)

4. Less than half of high
school class went to
college

Decided during or after
senior year in 11:kgh

school to go to colaege

Participated in Upward
Bound or Educational
Talent Search

"High risk" students

Reccive one or more
supportive service

Mean CPA in college

Financial Items
_ _

1. Found out eligible for
financial aid after
graduating from high
school

as re o
Less than

000

Annual Family Income
ted b Financial Aid Officer

$3000- $6000- $7500- $9000

5999 7499 8999 or more

59.8% 55.0% 55.0% 50.8%

(1,873) 3,409) (1,292 ) (640)

24.4 17.1 13.1 12.6

(1 874) (3,413) (1,310) (644)

6.8 5.5 4.2 2.3

,903) (3,452_ ) (1,318) 650

14.5 10.8 9.9 5.8

(2,280) (40039) (12503 ) (747

20.2 16.1 14.5 10.2

(2,48 ) (4,320) (1,591) (792)

2.4 e2-.5 2.5 2.6

(1,955) (3 313) (1,276) (658)

36.7%
(1,873)

2. Most important source of
information about 14.0
financial aid was parents (1,788)

or other relatives

Most important source of
information about finan-
cial aid was &liege
officer or college
friends

Parents pay none of
college expenses

23.5
(1 788

57.2
(1,855

70

26.5%
3,398)

18.3

3,245

20.0.

0,24.5

45.8
(3,389

47.2%
(409)

10.4
(413)

2.2
(415)

7.4
(461)

9.5

(493)

2.6

(425)

22.3% 22.2% 17.8%
1,301 (641) (409)

20.6
1,246)

19.3
1,246)

39.9
(1,289

23.4

(612)

17.8

(612)

40.9
(636

25.3
(396)

1 .9

(396)

42.2
(412)



TABLE -continued

Selected
Characteristics

59

Annual Family Income
_12_1121EpEldjlE_ELEErlsjal Aid Officer

Less than $3000- $6000- $7500- 000

3000 5999 7400 8999 or more

Pnancial Items (contid)

5. Academic program most
important in choosing
college

6. Low cost or availability
of financial aid most
important in choosing
college

Would have been unable to
attend college without
financial aid

Attitudinal

1. Borrowing to pay for
college should be a 1=
resort

2. Most important purpose of
college is to develop job
or career skills

Expect to go on to
graduate sdhool

4. Expect to enter a "hi
prestige" occupationa

a-
The professions, such

engineering.

20

(1,734

55.4%
(1 734)

49.7%
(1,877)

46.8%
(1,830)

58.9%
(1,817)

55.9%
(1,643

21.6
(1,862)

26.4%
(3,204)

48.6%
(3-204)

40.0%
30395)

50.2%
3,3463

56.9%
3,345)

54.0%
(2,949)

22.4
(3,34

28.3%
(1,222)

49.2
1,222)

32.0
1,29

52.0
(1,295)

55.7
1-276)

57.5
(1,141)

24.2
(1,281)

29.2% 28.5%

(603) (390)

45.8 42.4
(603) (390)

27.2 30.9

-637) (408)

52.4 _5.1

(6373 (401)

52.8 48.0

(631) (402)

53.3 56.5
(552) (363)

28.4 22.2
(635) (406)

la :edicint, college teaching,
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Finally these students more often come from minority group backgroun

in fact 33 per cent of this group are black suidents.

These demographic characte_" tics whill differentiate the

higher from the lower income students are themselves related to a

number of other characteristics of EOG recipi- As; it is not surprising,

therefore, to find that higher and lower income EOG students differ on

vario other traits. For example low income EOG students are more

likely tn-ln higher income ones to come from the bottom half of their

high school class and to have lower sta-If SCOT _; they are twice as

likely to have followed a non-college preparatory curriculum in high

school; they tend -ore often to come from high schools where less than

half of the seniors went on to college; they themselves more frequently

decided only during or after their senior year to attend college. It

is not surprising, therefore, that they have also -ore often been

participants in programs such as Upward Bound or Educational Talent

Search, and that they l_ere twice as likely to have been admitted to

college as "high risk" students and to have received remedial or other

supportive services once enrolled.

The late decision of the lowest income students to apply to

oollege is paralleled by their even later realization of their eligi-

bility for financial aid: more than twice the proportion of the lowest

(37 per cent ) a = the highest (18 per cent) income EOG students dis-

covered that they were eligible for financial aid only a-ter graduating

from high school.

That many of the lowest income students are unaware of their

eli ibi ity for financIal aid during high school has ImplicatIons for

72



61

the EOG program. Many financial aid officers pointed out that early

applicants for financial aid receive preference while late applicants

-')ften find the institution without funds. Late application may mean

either no EOG or a smaller grant. In fact, the mean EOG of students

who found they were eligible only after high school was $540; for the

sty ent who realized he was eligible for aid before the sen _or year,

the mean EOG was $583. Similarly, George Nash reports that the dhances

of a low-income student's attending coiege are considerably reduced 'f

he has not heard about the availability of financial aid before his

senior year in high school.-
7

All of this points to the obvious Leec for more intensive

information programs during the early high school years to make st

dents aware both of the educational opportunities and financial assis-

t nce available to them. The higher income student has generally dis-

covered that he is eligible for financial aid by this time through

parents and other relatives. His counterpart in the lowest income

group, havirtver, finds out only after high school and must rely upon

college offi ls or friends for this information. Any marked success

in attracting low income students to college, therefore, necessitates

energetic, comprehensive recruitment during the early high school years.

Built into the BOG legislation are directives to colleges to engage in

such programs; as will be shown in a subsequent chapter, many schools

have instituted these programs with apparent success. Our findings

7Nash, George, "The Current Status of Financial Aid Adminis-

tration Association of Colle e Admissions Counselors Journal, Vol.
13, No. 2 (1969)
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indicate, however, the need for increasing elfort to rach the lowest

4

in o e student during the first two years of hiih school,

It is n-t surprising to find, in Table 3, 3, that 57 per cent in

the lowest income group but 42 per cent of those in the highe t- rpport

that parents contribute no part (f their college expenses. In fact

SO per cent of the former, comp_ ed to only 30 per cent of the latter,

state that they would have been unable to attend any college had they

not received financial aid. SimiJarly, the studert from the lo-_st

income category is less likely to have chosen his college for academic,

but more likely for financial reasons, than his counterparts from the

h_gher income gr ups.

Interestingly _hese con)istent demographic, academic an

financial differences between EOG students from different income levels

are not translated into corresponding attitudinal differences at the

college level. The lower inome EOG recipient is somewhat more voca-

tionally oriented; he is more likely than is the higher income EOG

student to cite preparation for job or -areer as the most important

purpose of college. However, educationa4 inaome, and occupational

expectations are strikingly similar, regardless of income.

We have no way of knowing the extent to which the lower income

student who might enter college with academic and financial handicaps,

will attain his educational and occupational objective5. Our data

suggest, however, that a succes ful financial aid program

cannot rest upon the laurels of recruitment but must expend considerable

resources upon minimizing attrition r tes and maximizing the possibility

that these students will obtain these goals.
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It is clear that demographic, financial, academic and some

attitudinal differences obtain between higher and lower income EOG

recipients. As institutions are increasingly successful in recruiting

specially deprived high school youngsters for college, it can be

expected that they will be gradually changing the character of the

college campus. Clark -as commented upon the fact that the old

"collegiate" student sch-culture is rapidly giving way to vocational,

academic, and non-conformist sub-cultures. He notes that extension of

higher educational opportunities to the working classes is hastening

the replacement of the collegiate sub-culture by vocationalism.8

Clark was writing in the early 1960 before tne advent of the

massive federally funded student finamcial aid programs, including LOG.

Today, as our data indicate, vocationalism is winning the day: almost

three-fifths of the LOG recipients, 56 per cent consider the develop-

ment of job and career skills to be the most important purpose of

college.
9 Academic goa!,s are most important tJ only 28 per cent of

thcze students. The importance of the academic goal decreases and that

of the vocational increas s as we go down the income scale to the

lowest income category.
10

It appears that Clark's prognosis of the

-Clark, B., s_isimesl_tcjAtiEducatintl, Chandler Publishing

Company, California, 1962

9A national sample of college students in 1962 was asked a
similar question and 33 per cent selected vocational or career prepara-
tion as the most important goal of college. See Bowers, W., Student
Dishonesty and Its Control_in_College_, Bureau of Applied Sociil---

ReSearCh, NeW York, 1964.

10Th
e relationship between emphasis on vocationalism and income

is reduced when examined within different institutional contexts. Voca-

tionalism is highest in the public two-year school, lowest in the
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dominance of the vocational sub-culture on the college campus (espec-

ially the jirnior college) is becoming a reality today. It appears

further that increasing emphasis an recruitment of the specially finan

cially needy student will tip the scales even further away from the

academic and toward the vocational emphasis. Curriculum development,

faculty recruitment student-faculty relationships--these are but a few

of the areas which may be drastically altered by the dhanging goals and

emphases of students. Further research might well be directed to

faculties on different types of campuses in order to assess the possible

implications of the increasing enroll ents of vocationally-oriented

students,

private university. (See Table below.)

PERCENTAGE OF EOG STUDENTS CHOOSING VOCATIONAL GOAL
AS MOST IMPOPTANT BY INCOME AND BY TYPE-

CONTROL OF INSTITUTION THEY ATTEND

e-Control
of Institution

Income o
der 000 6000 000

000 5999 7499 8999 or more

Studen

Public University

Private University

Public 4-year

Private 4-year

Public 2-year

Private 2-year

.9% 53.1% 56.4% 50.0%
(449) (814) (352) (181) (104)

48.0% 47.4 46 7 49.1 31.1

(75) (192) (90) (57) (45)

63.2% 62.2 62.3 59.5 58.0
(646) (997) (329) (126) (81)

50.7 52.8 52.4 45.9 46.8

(422) (976) (416) (220) (154)

77.2 60.6 70.3 66.7 44.4

(180) (254) (64) (36) (18)

75.6 60.8 56.0 27.3
(45) (102) (25) (11

All
Students

55.0%
(1,900)

46.0
(459)

62.2
(2,179

51.2
(2,188)

65.4
(552)

61.7
(183)
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2. Race

Table 3.3 revealed that there is a strong relationship between

income and race; the percentage of black students is higher in the

lowest than in the other income categories. This is hardly surpris-

ing--success in recruiting students of exceptional financial need is

bound to b ing more black students onto the college campus since blacks

are substantially over-represented in the lowest income levels of the

population. In :his section we turn ;:o :In analysis of the charac-

teristics of minority group students in the EOG sample.

Tgble 3.4 reveals that one-third of the BOG recivi.ents in our

sample come fr m minority group backgrounds; 25 per cent are black,

6 per cent Spanish-surnamed Americans, 1 per cent Orientals or American

Indians. The remaining 68 per cent are white. The proportion of

minority students in the BOG population is actually double that in the

overall American college population. A comparison of BOG freshmen with

a national sample of college freshmen (see Table 3.6) shows that Indians

and Orientals are receiving financial aid in proportion to their repre-

sentation in this college population. Black students, however, consti-

t te only 6 per cent of all college freshmen, but 2 5 pew cent of EOG

s udents.

Assuming that the sample is representative, an interesting

finding in Table 3.4 is that between the academic years 1968-69 and

1969-70, there has been an increase in tion of minority g o

students receiving BOG's: 29.6 per cent in 1968-69 compared to 32 1

per cent in 1969-70. Since predominantly black schools were somewhat

77



66

less likely to return completed Student Data For (from which the data

on race were obtained) the figures in Table 3.4 probably underestimate

the proportion of minority students in the p ogram in 1969-70. The

increase since 1968-69, therefore, may have been even greater than

2.5 per cent.

TABLE 3.4

RACIAL AND ETHNIC BACKGR9UND OF FAO SAMPLE
AND EOG UNIVERSE

Racial and Ethnic Background
In LOG Sample

1 LOG
Recipients
1968-69

American Indian

Oriental America

Spanish-surnamed Al\ ican

Black

White

TOTAL

Percentage

. 3%

.9

6.1

24.8

67.9

(9,623)

Percentage

.4%

1.0

5.2

23.0

70.6

(2530811)

In the past, the I'lack student who found his way to college

1
tended to come from a re, tively comfortable middle-class family.

1
He

was hardly the student "exceptional financial need" toward whom the

LOG program is targeted. An examination of the dharacteristics of

minority group students will help to assess whether the benefits of

11
Wisdom, P. and Shaw K., "Black Challenge to Higher Educa-

tion, Educational Record, Fa 1, 1969, p. 352.



67

post-secondary education have now become available to the mina

student who stems from the poverty of the urban ghetto, the Western

reservation, the rural South.

Table 3 examines selected demographic, academic, financial

and attitudinal characteristics of EOG students, holding race constant.

It can readily be seen that the very same differences which obtained

for students in varying income categories see Table 3.3 hold for

students of different racial and ethnic backgrounds. Rather than

review Tdble 3.5 item by item, therefore, :e shall note some of the

more salient differences.

TABLE 3.

SELECTED CHARACTERISTICS OF EOG STUDENTS
BY RACE AND ETHNIC BACKGROUND

Selected Characteristics

ce and Ethnic Background
American

Black
Oriental Spanish

Indian American Surnamed
White

Demoraphic

1. Mean family income

2. Family head a laborer
or unemployed

Mother or grandparent
family head

Father had less than
8 years education

Mother had less than
8 years education

First sibling in
family to attend
college (has older
sibling)

I$3751 $4162 $4759 $3965 $5055

(30) 2,162) (78) i (532) (6,193)

1

54.6% 45.1% 27.9% 46.7% 21.0%

(22) 1,490) (68) (388) (5,358)

45.9% 36.0 21.1 18.9

(24) (1,570) (72) (404) (5,421)

20.8% 20.9 17.4 42.1 I 7.8

(24) (1,518) (69) (377) (5,409)

16.0% 8.5 2i.O 36.2 4.1

(25) (1,568) (72) (403) (5,456)

25.0% 42.8 28.6 39. 9 32.2

(20) (1,146 ) (49) (306) (3,551)
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TABLE 3.5--Continued

Race

Selected Caracterlstics American
Indian

Ethnic Background
Oriental
American

Spanish
Black White

Surnamed

Permanent residence
in South or Border
states

50.0% 58.6% 2.6% 18.7% 30.5%

(32) (2315) (76) (578) (6340)

Grew up on farm, ranch, 72.0% 36.4% 18.1 49.0 54.9

reservation, small town (25) (1588) (72) (412) (5472)

9. Grew up in a large
city

Academic

1. Enrolled in non-college
preparatory program
in high school

12.0 28.3 45.8 17.7 10.6

(25) (1588) (72) (412) (5472)

52.2% 51.5% 71.8% 39.4% 65.0%

(23) (1555) (71) (398) (5423)

Ranked in bottom half 9.0% 25.9% 24.5% 24.5% 12.7%

of high school class (22) (1541) (48) (331) (4994)

Mean Verbal SAT score 379 371 462 484 507

(10) (963) (54) (189) (2649)

4. Mean ACT score** 18.1 15.2 19.0 17.5 25.8

(9) (544) (11) (175) (2175)

Admitted as "high 15.4% 27.5% 8.0% 20.7% 4.3%

risk" student (26) (2222) (75) (526) (6154)

Receiving one or more 30.3% 35.3% 12.2% 30.5% 8.6%

supportive service (33) (2390) (82) (584) (6534)

7. Mean college CPA

Financial

1 Financial aid or low
cost most important
in choosing college

Academic program most
important in choosing
college

2.3 2.2 2.6 2.5 2.6

(29) (1752) (58) (422) (5289)

6(L9%
(23)

8.7%
(23)

61.5% 52.2% 57.5% 46.5%

(1418) (69) (374) (3175)

18.3% 17.4% 19.3% 27.8%

(1418) (69) (374) (3175)

* National mediam ACT score is approximately 22.5
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Selected Characteristics

Would have been unable
to attend college
without financial aid

4. Found out eligible for
financial aid after
high school

Mean total financial
aid

6. Mean BOG

Parents pay none of
college expenses

Attitudinal

1. Working at a term-time
job should be avoided
if at all possible

Most important purpose
of college is:
To develop job or
carcer skills
To obtain a broad
general education
To acquire interest
in world and com-
munity affairs

Expect to go on to
graduate school

4. Expect to earn above
$10,000 in five years

Expect to enter "high
prestige" occupation

Race and Ethnic Background
Oriental Spanish

lack American Surnamed
American
Indian

White

75.0. 51.8 21.1 48.5 35.6

(24) 1578) (71) (412) (5432)

33.3 35.5 24.0 48.6

(24) (580) (71) (410) (5,445)

$1166 $1284 $1401 $1120 $1203

(25) (1530) (71) (395) (5331)

$534 $590 $639 $574 $550

(32) (2376) (82) (583) (6495)

47.8% 43.3% 43.1% 47.1% 48.8%
(23) (1559) (72) (403) (5436)

73.9
(23)

0
'06)

81.7
(71)

84.6 I 78.7

(- (5340)

(24) (1499) (66) (397) 0

58.3 59.5 54.5 60.7 55.1

29.2 18.5 27.3 17.1 30.8

12.5 21.9 18.2 22.2 I
14.1

56.0 65.4 62.1 47.2 52.4

(25) 1369) (66) (352) (4761)

44.8 67.1 59.1 44.0 45.6
(24) (1668) (72) (398) (5267)

32.0 20.1 40.9 23.5 24.6

(25) (474) (66) (387) (5030)
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(a) Demographic items

The minority EOG student as compared with th- vhite one, has

a lower mean family income.

- The head of his family is more than twice as likely to be a

laborer or unemployed.

ther or grandparent is rne frequently the family head.

- Both of 114s parents have had less education; the gap between

mothers' and fathers' education is most noticeable among blacks,

with mothers the better educated.
12

- Even if he has an older sibling, the minority student is more

likely to be the first child n his family to attend college.

- He tends to come more frequently from the Southern and border

states_

- He is more likely to have grown up in a large city, less likely

on a farm anch, or reservation with the obvious exception of

the American Indian).

(b) Academic

Compared to the white student and other minority groups in most

cases, the black EOG recipient is more likely to have been

enrolled in a non-college preparatory program in high school, to

have been in the bottom half of his high school class, and to

have scored lower on SAT-V or ACT's.

12
is iIt nteresting that the Oriental-American's father has

completed more years of schooling than the mother. Similarly it is

mong Orientals that the father is most frequently the family head.

In general this group appears to resemble the whites on most items.
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Correspondingly, he is more likely to have been admi ted as a

"high risk" student and to be receiving special academic assis-

tance.

His college Grade Point Average (GPA) is lower than that of the

white student.

Financial

Compared to the white student black LOG recipient is more

likely to cite financial rather than academic factors as most

important in choosing to attend his present college; in fact, he

says more frequently that without financial aid he would have

been unable to attend college.

He found out that he was eligible for fInancial aid later than

did the white student.

His total financial aid package is higher, as is his EOG,

although his parents are as likely to be paying part of his

college expenses.

Attitudinal

The black student is somewhat more likely than the white one to

state that work as a means of paying for college should be

avoided.

- The black student is somewhat more likely than the white one to

cite vocational preparation as the most important purpose of

13Since black students are more likely to hold Work-Study jobs
than are white students, their dislike of work as a means of raising

part of the college expenses cannot be lightly dismissed. Attitudes
toward different kinds of financial aid will be explored in Chapter

Five.
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college; he is much less likely to rank the obtaining of a broad

general education as most important. Similarly, he is more

likely than the white student to rank communIty interest as a

priL.e goal.14

- The educational and inco e expectations of black students are

much higher than those of white EOG recipients; 65 per cent of

the former, but 52 per cent of the latter expect to mattAnu

their education past the B.A. degree. Similarly, 67 per cent of

the black, bui; only 46 per cent of the white BOG students expect

an annual income of more than $10,000 within five years of com-

plet'ng their education.

TheSe differences in expected education and income are not

accompanied by differences in occupational expectations. In

fact black students are somelat less likely than white ones to

name the more "prestigious" occupations, is those associ-

ated with more educational preparation and with higher incomes.

Analysis of the income,expectations of black and white students

who plan to enter the same occupation, reveals that for eadh occupa-

tional category, the black student expects to earn more than does the

white student.1 The tendency for blacks to hold relatively imrealistic

14These different emphases among racial groups should not be
minimized. They merit further attention and analysis for they may well
underlie the current tension, dissension, and unrest on college
campuses today.

15
5ee Table A3.7 in Appendix A.
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expectations has been documented in p evious research; and this group

of EOG students is no exception. The impllcations for the program

should not be minimiz d. A major brick in the American ideological

wall is the notion that a higher education represents the key to occu-

pational success, status and high earnings. Furthermore, as our data

attest the arriviste tends to espouse even more fervently and explic-

itly the values, norms, and behavior patterns of the already settled

"natives," The financially and educationally deprived student, once

he may have been encouraged to attend college by a successful recruit-

ment program, expands his horizons and reaches for the stars. He aims

as high or_higher than his relatively less deprived counterpart. How-

ever, as ivar Berg has recently noted, "it has also been established,

in analyses of wage differentials between whites and non-whites, that

the latter will have lower earnings than whites in each category of

educational development."
17

The gap between expectation and reality may produce frustra-

tion, anger, or feelings of personal fa lure for black students _ith

high income expectations. There is Obviously a need for extensive and

realistic counselling programs which will apprise students of the occu-

pational and income opportunities open to those who have completed two

four, or more years of higher education.

16
See, e.g., Fichter, J. H., Graduates of Predominantly Ne ro

Colle es, U.S. Government Printing Office, Washington, D.C. 1965.

17
Berg, Ivar, Education and Jobs: The Great Training Robbery

Praeger Publishers New York,' 1970, p. 29.
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The data presented indicate that differences between higher and

lower income BOG recipients are strikingly similar to differences

between white an non-white LOG students. This :Is hardly surprising,

since the firb_ item in Table 3.5 reveals that the non-white student

has an average family income substantially below the white student.

Almost two-fi As of the black students (38 per cent) compared to

23 per cent of the white ones stem from fa ilies with incomes of 12a

than $3000. When we talk about the black, or other minority student,

we are talking about the low-income student. These socio-economic or

other differences observed between whites and non-whites or between

high and low income students are often compounded when ./e examine th m

for white and non-white students, holding income constant. Such an

analysis points to the even greater academic and financIal handicaps

of the black student stemming, as he usually does, from a family of

"exceptional financial need." Table A3.1 in Appendix A present

selected characteristics of white and black students, for each income

category. A glance at that table reveals that with only minor excep-

tions, the differences between blacks and whites which were found in

Table 3 5 still obtain when income is held constant. Within every

income category, blacks continue to have handicaps. Compared to whites

from similar income backgrounds, blacks are still more likely to have

parents with fewer years of schooling
1

to be the first among the

oldest children in the family to attend college, to have been enro led

18This is significant since parental education has been found
to be one of the strongest predictors of educational and occupational
success.
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in a non-college preparatory curriculum in high school, to have g adu-

ated in the lawer half of his hig, school class and to have chosen

college for financial rather than academic reasons.

Similarly, holding income constant blacks are more likely than

whites to have lower SAT-V or ACT scores. Although for every income

category1 the black student's grade point average is lower than that of

his white counterpart, it is interesting that the differences are not

as great as m. t be expected, given the academic handicaps

the black student started.
19

th which

Similarly, the black student regardless of income, decided

later than the white one to attend college and found he was eligible

for financial aid only after high school. Accordingly, we might expect

his EOG or his total financial aid package to be smaller.
20

That

financial aid personnel are concentrating their effbrts on making it

financially possible for the black student to attend college is sug-

gested by the fact that holding income constant the black student's

EOG, as well as his total financial aid packat exceeds that of the

white student.

In sum, the data we have presented in this section point to the

fact that the very low income student enters college with many financial

and academic handicaps. Similar handicaps are shared by black (and

9
1 Perhaps the relatively slight difference between black and

white students' GPA's (an average difference of .4) is accounted for by

the fact that black students, in every income category, are many times

more likely than whites to have received one or more supportive service.

20
See previous section for discussion of relationship of size

of LOG to time of discovering eligibility for financial aid.
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other minority) students. Nor can th handicaps of the latter be

explained by poverty factors alone since differences between whites and

blacks persist when income is held constant. At every income level,

the black student is somewhat more handicapped than his white counter-

part.

e double handicap of the minority, especially the black

student, is compensated for, to some extent- however, for at_every

income level, the black student receives a higher EOG and a larger

total financial aid package. Similarly, he is more likely than his

white coun ternart at the same i come leve o be provided with suppor-

tive services for overcoming his academic handicaps.

To assess the extent to which the provision of financial aid

and supportive services has succeeded in keeping the minority/poverty

student in college requires a longitudinal study. The data presented

in this section suggest however, that colleges have been enrolling

low-income and minority students and have been providing them with

academic and financial supports in proportion to their degree of

academic and financial need.

It must be kept in mind that the exceptionally low-income/

minority student re'presents at present a large proportion of EOG

recipients. If schools increasingly direct their recruitment efforts

and financial aid resources to this target group they will soon repre-

sent an even larger proportion of the college population. Our data

have pointed to the unique socio-economic and academic backgrounds of

this target group, to the special academic and financial sugport they
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will require, and to the kinds of values and expectations they will'

hold. We suggest that these values and expectations be made explicit

so that experienced guidance personnel can help students to _ake

r alistic educational and occupational dhoices and thus revent the

collapse of aspirations which acceptance ato college may have raised

to unreachable heights.

Section II. The EOG Stud n and National Norms

The preceding section has documented that most EOG students

come from low-income families, that a substantial proportion stem from

minority backgrounds, that most have parents who have not completed

high school and come from homes where the family head is a semi- or

unskilled worker or is unemployed. In sum, the portrait of the BOG

student does appear to resemble that stipulated in the Higher Education

Act of 1965 that is, the high school graduate of "exceptional financial

need." Since parallel data we e not collected from a control group,

we can only assume that the socio-economic backgrounds of BOG students

are different from those of the general college population. However,

we can compare our sample, on several characteristics, with the ACE

sample. Since the latter sample is composed only of freshmen we

present EOG data only for freshmen.

The figures in Table 3.6 speak for themselves. The ECG fre h

man is olde 40 per cent are 19 years or older, compared to 22 per

cent of the national sample of freshmen. The EOG freshmen is much more

likely to have grown up on a farm or in a small town, much less likely

in a suburb. As noted in the previous section, 9 per cent of the
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national sample but 29 per cent of the EOG freshmen stem from minority

backgrounds.

TABLE 3.

PERCENTAGE DISTRIBUTION OF SELECTED CHARACTERISTICS
FOR EOG FRESHMEN AND ACE SAMPLE

Selected Background Characteristics

Age

16 and under

17

18

19

20

21

22 or older

2. Residence while growing up

On a farm

In a small town

In a moderate size town or city

in a suburb of a large city

In a large city

Racial background

White

Black

American'Indian

Oriental American

Other 90

LOG Freshmen ACE Sample

559) (270,000)

.1%

2.0 3.8

8.0 74.0

30.6 14.3

4.5 2.1

1.5 1.0

3.1 4.7

(2,559) (270,000)

20.2 9.7

28.9 21.4

25.0 34.7

9 3 20-9

16.6 13.3

(2 548) (270,000)

71.0 90.9

24.1 6.0

.4

1.2 1 7

3.3 1.1



Table 3.6--Continued
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Selected Background Characteristics EOG Freshmen . ACE Sample

4. Father's education

Grammar school or less

Some high school

High school graduate

Some college

College graduate

Post-college education

5. Mother's education

Grammar school or less

Some high school

High school graduate

Some college

College graduate

Post-college education

6. Father's occupation

Professional or semi-professional

Business

Skilled worker

Semi-skilled worker

Unskilled worker

Unemployed

(2,499)

2 7%

18.4

29.

11.6

4.4

3.7

(2,535)

22.0

20.2

37.9

1 .8

9

2

(2,494)

7.0

16.1

14.7

13.7

19.8

12.1

(270,000)

10.0%

16.7

30.2

17.6

16.8

8.8

(270,000)

6-4

14.4

43.2

18.7

14.0

2.8

(270,000)

16.5

29.5

1

8.3

4.2

1.2

Ot'ler 16 6 26.4

*Includes clerical and sales, protective workers, and "don't know.

*Includes all of above plus artist, farmer/forester, military career.
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Tabld 3.6--Continued

Selected Background Characteristics LOG Freshmen ACE Sample

Parent 1 income (3,319) (270,000)

Under $4000 42.4%

$4000-5999 33.7 9.0

$5000-799" 17.6 13.4

$8000-9999 5.4 16.6

$10,000-14,999 .9 28.7

$ 5,000 or more .1 26.7

Only 20 per cent of the parents of the LOG freshmen have had

any college, while for ACE freshmen the corresponding figures are

43 per cent of the fathers, 36 per cent of the mothers. Similarly, the

families of EOG recipients rank substantially lower in the occupa-

tional and income structures of society. Almost 32 per cent of the

LOG students compared to only 5 per cent of the ACE freshmen, report

that the head of their family is a lab rer or unemployed. The vast

majority (86 per cent) of ACE freshmen, compared to 30 per cent of EOG

freshmen report a parIntal annual income over $6000.

Table 3.7 reve,als that on the surface, LOG freshmen are not

as academically handicapped, in comparison with the national college

population, as they are financially. In fact, their high school rank

and average grades are above the national norms, they have as frequent:1y
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applied to mwe than one college; theil mean distance from home to

college is about the same, their educational expectations are perhaps

somewhat lower. On the other hand, more EOG than ACE students ranked

in the bottom quartile of their high school class.

TABLE 3.7

A COMPARISON OF EOG FRESHMEN AND THE ACE
SAMPLE ON SELECTED ACADEMIC ITEMS

Selected Academic Items EOG Freshmen ACE Samp e

Average grade in high school

A or A+

A-

8+

(2,570)

7.1%

13.7

23.6

21.3

(270,000)

4.3%

8.2

15.6

23.7

B- 13.2 15.6

Of 12.9 16.9

C 7.8 14.7

Less than C .4 .9

ifgh school rank (2,540) (270 000)

Top quarter 52.3 50.7

Second quarter 27.0 26.6

Third quarter 13.7 18.2

Bottom quarter 7.0 4.7

Applications to other colleges (2,562) (270,000)

None 51.6 51.3

One or more 48 4 48.7

93



82

TABLE 3.7--Continued

Selected Acade ic Items LOG Freshmen ACE Sample

4. Miles from home to college (2,459) (2700000)

Less than 10 miles 19.5% 26.5

11-50 26.4 24.4

51-100 18.2 13.1

101-500 30.3 26.3

501-1,000 3.6 5.3

Over 1,000 miles 2.0 4.3

Highest degree planned ( ,114) (270,000)

Associate or less 5.6 10.7

B.A. or B.S. 49.2 38.2

M.A. or higher 45.2 51.1

These comparisons, however, must be interpreted with caution.

That LOG students more frequently ranked in the top half of their high

school class and reported higher grades during high school may be a

function of the poirer quality ligh schools attended by this finan-

cially deprived group. The LOG student more frequently attended a

small public high school in a rural area, a school in which less than

half of the graduating class went on to college. He was competing in

senior classes from which few went on to college and therefore would

naturally tend to rank in the top half of his class and to receive

higher grades. If we assume that many LOG students, especially blacks,
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attended high schools with lower academic standards, we may also

assume that a grade of "A" or "A-" in such schools may not connote the

same degree of academic achievement as the same grade in the acadm-

ically demanding high school.21

Despite the limitations inherent in a comparison of our s

with ACE's national sample, the data presented confirm that EOG recipi-

ents constitute a group from a distinctively lower socio-economic back-

ground. When viewed against the yardstick of nati=onal norms EOG's

are being awarded, as stipulated in the original .egislation and

reiterated in subsequent amendments and directives, to high school

graduates of exceptional financial need.

point.
See Fichter, cit., pp. 34-35 or a discussion of this



CHAPTI3R IV

THE EOG INSTITUTION

Until the advent of Federal aid programs for college studen

there were few effective means for enabling disadvantaged students,

particularly minority group students, to attend post-secondary educa-

tional institutions. As Wisdom and Shaw stated, "available scholarship

money went to the very talented or to athletes."
1

The cost of a

college education was generally well beyond the means of the working

or lower-class family; even a tuition free education was not neces-

sarily the answer since it meant postponing earning power which was

essential to the survival of the family.

The economic barrier, however, was not the only one which

excluded the black or other minority student from pursuing a higher

education. Colleges have traditionally used such indices as college

entrance test scores or h gh school rank for predicting academic suc-

cess and for making admissions decisions. Despite the fact that

performance on these indices is related to socio-economic back-

ground and is more a measure of what one has learned rather

than of the potential for learning, colleges have persisted in

usi-g these indicators in making admissions decisions. EOG pro

1Wisdom, Paul E. and Shaw, Kcnneth A., "Black Challenge to
Higher Education," Educational Record, Fall 1969, ro. 352.
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directives have increasingly instructed institutional administrators

that EOG's "are intended fbr students at all levels of academic perfor-

mance, including those whose otential is not a.arentromconven-

tlonal measures. The primary criterion of student eligibility-lor an

EOG is exceptional financial need, not_seholarship "2 An evaluation of

the effectiveness of the LOG program, therefore, requires assessing the

extent to which institutions have waived traditional academic criteria,

have admitted "high risle- students, and then have provided these stu-

dents with the financial aid necessary for them to "obtain the benefits

of higher education."

The mandate of the LOG legislation, however, extends beyond

providing financial aid to students seeking the benefits of higher

education even to gh risk" students seeking such benefits. For

another barrier to the admission to college of the economically deprived

student has been th,_, traditional assumption on the part of institutions

of higher education that interested students should apply for admis-

sion. Those who apply for admission to college, however, are over-

wYelmingly from middle-class homes where familial aspirations have set

high priority (Al a college education. The lower class youth is not

nearly as likely, despite his academic ability, to plan to go, to

college.3 His home may not have been one which generated motivation.

for college; his guidance counselor may not have advised or encouraged

2
U.S. Government Memorandum to Coordinators of Student Fin

cial Aid, Department of Health, Education, and We fare, Office of
Education October 18, 1968, p. 6.

3
See Jaffe and Adams op. cit.
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him to apply; in fact, he may have been placed upon entrah to high

school in a non-college program with fellow-students having limited

educational aspirations.

In other words, a student financial aid program which stops at

the allocation of resources to provide financial assistance to college

students has focused on only one of the barriers which have deprived

students from disadvantaged backgrounds of the benefits of higher

education.

The framers of the Higher Education Act of 1965 aware of this

dilemma, built into the legis atter' directives that institutions iden-

tify exceptionally financially needy high school students (through such

programs as Upward Bound and Educational Talent Search) and inform them

of the availability of financial aid to help obtain a college education.

Any evaluation of EOG therefore, must consider not only the number

and characteristics of students being assisted, but also the extent to

which institutions of higher education are actively recruiting high

school students of exceptional financial need.

Finally, recruiting and admissions must be accompanied by

services which will insure the retention of students from exceptionally

disadvantaged backgrounds. Students from non-college preparatory high

school programs are not prepared to pursue regular college level

courses those from deprived cultural backgrounds may be lacking the

motivational equipment and academic know-how to adjust to the demands

of college curricula. Fai ure, after promises and visions of success,
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would be dc,tly disillusioning and might well rause alienation, self

doubt or anger. Recruitment and admission of the student of excep-

tional financial need, therefore, must go hand in hand with a firm

program of supportive seiwices. In this chapter we first describe the

institutions of higher education participating in the EOG program and

then examine the extent to which recruitment, admissions modifications,

and supportive services are utililed in order to attract, admi

retain the stlident of exceptional financial need.

Sec ion I. A Descr tion o Partici a 'n nsti vtions

As of July 1, 1969 there were 1,939 institutions of higher

education participating in the EOG. program. A comparison of EOG

schools with all institutions of higher education in the United States

reveals that mo e than eight out of ten pUblic, but seven out often

private institutions are in the EOG program (Table 4.1). Reasons for

the under- epresentation of private institutions will become evident

in the course of the report.
S

4
Since that time additional schools have entered the program

but these are not included in our sample.

SSee especially Chapter Six.

39



TABLE 4.1

INSTITUTIONS PARTICIPATING IN EOG COMPARED
WITH ALL INSTITUTIONS OF HIGHER

EDUCATION BY CONTROL

88

EOG All Percentage

Institutiona_ Institutions Institutions* in

Control Percent (n) Percent (n) Program

2 4 [2f4-

Public 46.5% (903) 42.3% 079) 83.7%

Private 53.4% (1,036) 57.7% (1,472) 70.4%

All schools 100.0% (1,939) 100.0% (2,551) 76%

*American Council on Education, A Fact Book on Higher Education,
Third issue, 1970, ACE, Washington, D.C.
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TABLE 4.2

DISTRIBUTION OF SCHOOLS PARTICIPATING IN THE
EOG PROGRAM AND OF ALL INSTITUTIONS OF
HIGHER EDUCATION BY FEDERAL REGION

Federal
Region (1970)

Region 1

Region 2

Region 3

Ragion 4

Region 5

Region 6

Region 7

Region 8

Region 9

Region 10

All schools

EOG
Institutions

Percent (n)

[21 _131 [4]

All
institutions_

Percent (n)

9.2% (179) 8.8% (225)

10.7 (208) 11.1 (283)

10.9 (211) 11.9 (303)

17.3 (335) 17.3 (440)

17.6 (342) 18.5 (472)

8.7 (168) 8 3 (213)

8 4 (163) 7.8 (200)

4.0 (78) 3.4 (89)

9.0 (175) 8.9 (227)

4.1 (80) 3 5 (91)

100.0% 1,939) 100.0% 43)

Percentage
in

Program
[2=4]

79.6%

73.5

69.6

76.1

72.4

78.9

81.5

87.6

77.1

87.9
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TABLE 4.3

AVERAGE TUITION AND FEES AND AVERAGE ROOM AND
BOARD CHARGES IN LOG INSTITUTIONS AND IN
ALL INSTITUTIONS OF HIGHER EDUCATION

Average Charges for:
LOG

Institutions

All
Institutions*

2-551)

Tuition and Fees

Private $1,440 (837) $1,443

Public (in-s_ate only) 346 (748) 314

Room and Board

Private 9 8 (774) 990

Public 8 2 (451) 829

*American Council on Education, A Fact Book on Hi-her
Education Thi d Issue, 1970, ACE, Washington, D.C.

.Institutional costs at EOG instItutions are striYingly similar

to the average costs at all public and private schools in the United

States. Tuition and fees, as well as room mud board costs seem to be

slightly higher at the public LOG institutions than at all public

institutions slightly lower at the private LOG institutions than at

all private institutions, but the differences are minima

More interesting than differences between LOG and all institu-

tions are differences ainon& LOG schools of various types. Table 4.4

presents some of these differences. First it can be seen that pre-

dominantly black insti utions comprise only 5 per cent of all LOG

schools, but more than 10 per cent of public four-year institutions.
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Or, stated differently, almost one-third of the predominantly' black

schools are fou -year public insLitutions.

As one might expect, the universities and public four-year

schools are "large." The private four- and public two-year colleges

have medium sized enrollments, and the two-year private schools are

"small.

An approximate measure of "school quality- was obtained by

grouping respomses to the question: "About what per cent of those who

apply for admissions as freshmen are generally accepted?" into three

categories, as follows:

SO% 0. ss: High Quality

60 to 89% Mediun Quality

90% or more: Low Quality

The private university has the highest proportion of high quality

schools; the public two-year college the lowest. The public university

and private four-year college have similar proportions of high, medium

and low quality schools.

Seven out of ten schools entered the EOG program at its outset

in 1966-67. This was true of less than half of the two-year colleges,

especially the public ones. One of the reasons for the late en ry of

these institutions into the program is that many two-year community

colleges have opened their doors only in the last several years. The

availability of federal funds for construction loans, developing insti-

tution assistance, and fInancial aid program has provided some impetus

*It should be emphasized that the label "school quality." as
msvd throughout this report, reflects only the "selectivity" of the
institution and in no way implies other possible differences in quality
among schools. 104



for the mushroowing of two-year community colleges.
6

In Chapter Three, the Characteristics of students in the EOG

program we,.e examined. It Is appare_i_ that EOG students differ as a

group from the general college population; it was also seen that income

and race are strong differentiators of academic, attitudin l and other

student characteristics.

Common sense would suggest that EOG students are not randomly

distributed among the six institutional types, but rather that factors

such as income and race are strong predictors of where a student will

appl- be admitted, attend. If this is-the case, then we may expect

that some kinAis of institutions will have proportionately more, others

proportionately fewer, of the archetype EOG student emphasized in the

legislation, namely, the student of "exceytiohal financial need."

Furthermore, ve may also expect that institutions with higher propor-

tions of exceptionally needy students, will face more severe problems

of providing the financial and academic support which we found- in

Chapter Three, was essential to overcome the handicaps with which such

students enter college.

Table 4.5 presents data showing the demographic, academic,

financial, and attitudinal characteristics of students in the six insti-

tutional types. The statistics speak for themselves, and quite elo-

quently. The two-year institutions, both public and private, followed

rather closely by the four-year public college, have an overrepresenta-

tion of students with most of those characteristics which were seen to

6
The implications of early versus late entry into the E G

program for program "success" will be discussed in Chapter Six.
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constitute academic and financiaI handicaps. Or, stated di ferently,

minority/low-income students, students wi-h low high school rank and/or

low test scores, students who planned only after high school to attend

college, students who are classified as 1ihigh risk, students who are

vocationally oriented, find their way most frequently to the two-Year,

institutions, least often to the private university. The public four-

year college almost 40 per cent of whose EOG students are of minority

background, runs a close third to the two-year institutions in the

proportions of EOG students with severe academic and financial handi-

caps.

That the severely handicapped students, both academically and

financially are more likely to be found in some institutional types

rather than in others has implications not only for financial aid

requirements of different kinds of institutions, but also for the

degree to which different institutional types find it feasible to

recruit, to admit and to provide for the retention of these students.

In Chapter Five we p esent data on financial aid policies and

practices of the six institutional types. In the remainder of th

Chapter we examine the extent to which different types of schools are

actively recruiting disadvantaged students and are making effective

provision for their admission and retention.

Section II. Recruitment

Active rec -itment of students of exceptional financial need is

expected of schools which participate in the EOG program. The legis-.

lation establishing and amending the program stipulated that

110
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institutions "make vigorous efforts to identify qualified youths of

exceptional financial need and to encourage them to continue their

education . and suggested various forms these efforts might take.

In this section we examine the extent to which this legislative

mandate is being carried out by participating institutions.

1. The Extent of Recruitmen

Almost half of the EOG institutions, as Table 4.6 indicates,

have establIshed special programs to recruit disadvantaged students.

The private university is mos_ active in this respect: 80.per cent

have instituted such programs. Next come the public universiti, more

than two-thirds of whom have established special programs. The two-

year schools, especially in the private sector, are least lik ly to

hava atch programs; in fact 30 per cent of both public and private

two-year colleges state-that they do not specifically attempt to

recruIt disadvantaged students.
7

Schools which indicated that they had special programs were

asked whether the individual administering the program also had other

responsibilities or whether directing the program was his sole or

primary responsibility. Most of these special recruitment prograns

are administered by a financial aid officer, registrar, dean of sth-

dents, or some other college officer. At the public university and

four-year college, however, the director of the program is generally

7
The reasons for the absence or paucity of recruitment efforts

on the part of many two-year institutions will be discussed subse-

quently.
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a person whose sole responsibility

102

r
adminis ing the program.

8

Section 3 of Table 3.6 indicates that private universities lead all of

the other institutional types in the use of each recruitment device

while the lowest utilizers of these mechanisms are the two-year colleges.

The most frequently utilized device for recruitment of disadvan-

taged students--and this is true for all institutional types--is regular

contact with high school principals and guidance counselors in low-

income areas. Conversations with admissions people during the site

visits indicated that contact with high schools typically meant that an

admissions officer or Lis proxy visited the high school and gave a

little talk about the college and about the availability of finan ial

aid. Some admissions or financial aid officers indicated that they

spoke informally with guidance personnel in these lo -income area high

schools to get "an inside line" on their applicants.

All institutional types, but the four-year private school even

more than the others, cite insufficient funds as a factor limiting or

preventing recruitment efforts. Very few schools place the blame for

limited recruiting efforts on a too rigorous curriculum, or on factors

the school's unique religious or social climate. Nor do many

say th t they are concerned that bringing disadvantaged students onto

the campus will be accompanied by "the same kinds of problems other

schools have had.' If these factors are mentioned, it is the p ivate

four-year institu ion which tends to consider them problems.

8
In Chapter Seven we will examine the implications of dIfferent

administrative styles for the success of these recruitment programs.

114



103

Whether the limitations mentioned by these institutions are

legitimate or whether they constitute rationalizations for lack of

motivation to recruit disadvantaged students is difficult to assess.

It is intere-ting that private universities, whose cur Acula are

generally more rigorous than those of most four-year colleges, do not

cite this facto as freTiently. Smilarly in the more selective

schools a rigorous curriculum is riot cited as a limiting factor more

frequently than by less selective schools. Furthermore, the more

selective schools rarely give the religious or social climate, or fear

of t!problems" as limiting factors. The high quality schools are

limited in their recruitment efforts rather by inadequate funds for

financial aid or supportive services. (See Table

Limi cruitment

y schools report that they do not attempt to recruit dis-

advantaged -Ytudents because they already have sufficient needy appli-

cants. We oLght question, however, whether this is a legitimate

or an ex post facto Justification for lack of recruitment efforts.

Our data suggest the former.

A4.6, Appendix A.)

15

Op
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TABLE 4,7

PERCENTA-7 OF EOG STUDENTS FROM IINORITY BACK-
GROUNdS BY FACTORS LIMITING RECRUITMENT

Recruitment Activities
Limited by:

1. Sufficient applicants already

Yes

No

Inadequate funds for rec- _Went

Percen age
from

Minority
Background

36.3% 30121)

30.1 (6,220)

Yes 29.3 ( 550)

No 33.9 (5,791)

Inadequate funds for financial aid

Yes 29.0 (4,754)

No 35.3 (4,587)

4. Inadequate funds for supportive
services

Yes

No

Curriculum too rigorous

Yes

No

Religio social climate

Yes

No

Don't want problems other schools
have had

Yes

26.8 (4,670)

37.4 (4,671)

14.4 (1,441)

35.4 (7,900)

8.9 (471)

S3.4 (8,870)

6.3 (347)

33.1 (8,994)
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In schools which say they already have sufficient disadvantaged

applicants, 36.3 per cent of their EOG recipients are black Oriental,

Ind:tn, or Spanish-Americans; only 30 per cent in the oth r schools

stem from minority backgrounds. In every other instance, as Table 4.7

indicates, he o tion of minorl ou studen e s in schools

which limit recruitment activities for other reasons.

Most significant, perhaps, Is that the schools which state that

they limit recruitment efforts for reasons othe- than lack of funds,

are those which have only minimal proportions of minority students

enrolled. It appears that these schools, mary of which are enomina-

tional colleges with only small minority enrollments, are reluctant to

inc!rease the proportion of minority students on their campuses for fear

of the academic, religious, or social problems which recruitment of

such ztudents might engender.

We belicse that the widespread attention paid by the mass media

to problems that many schools are having as a result of large influxes

-f mino ity stude tQ must be co* t-red by widespread dissemination o-

the many successes at instituti s which have opened their doors to the

disadvantaged minority student.

The Recruitment Index

Schools were classified as ranking high, medium or low on a

Recruitment Index constructed by totaling the number of mechanisme

regularly utilized by institutions. Table 4.8 presents the distribu-

tion of different types of EOG institutions on the Recruitment Index.

*See Egerton, J., State Universities and Black Americans:
Desegretion and E uity for Negroes in 100 Public Universi
Education Foun ation Atlinta, Georgia, 1969.

**See Table 4.6. 117

An Inquiry into
les, Southern



TABLE 4.8

RECRUITMENT INDEX SCORE BY
SELECTED CHARACTERISTICS

Selected
Characteristics

Recruitment Index

Zero One o
Three
or more

All schools 28. 27.6% 21.1% 22. 1,617)

1. Type and control of
institution

Private university 5.7 11.3° 22.6% 60.4% (53)

Public university 14.5 24.8 25.6 35.0 (117)

Private four-year 27.2 27.0 21.3 24.5 (666)

Public four-year 26.3 32.1 19.8 21.8 (262)

PriVate,two-.Lyear 38.2 27.6 22.8 11.4 (123)

Public tvo-year 37.9 29.0 18.7 14.4 (396)

2. Racial composition

Predominantly
white

29.7% 27.4% 20.6% 22.3% 545)

Predominantly
black

11.1 34.7 27.8 26.4 (72)

School quality

High 20.2% 21.5% 22.3% 36.1% (382)

Medium 26.9 22.8 20 3 23.0 (483)

Low 34.7 30.7 20.3 14.2 (654)

Size of LOG Program

Small 34.6% 29.1% 19 17.0% (1,014)

Nedium 22.7 24.9 23.5 28.9 (405)

Large 12.1 26 23 7 37.9 (198)

18
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TABLE 4.8--Continued

Selected
Characteristics

Federal Region

Region 1

Region 2

Region 3

Region 4

Region 5

Region 6

Region 7

Region 8

Region 9

Region 10

Directs Recruitment
program

Special preson

Regular college
officer

No program

Recruitment Index

24.1%

20.1

25.7

34.9

32.0

43.4

29.9

23.6

23.8

12.7

12.3%

16.4

41.2

One

24.1%

20.8

29.6

31.3

26.8

30.1.

26.5

43.1

20.5

31.0

Two

24.1%

22.9

21.2

21.6

15.8

14.7

23.8

19.4

26.5

23.9

Three
or more

27.7%

36.1

23.5

12-2

25.4

11.9

19.7

13.9

29.1

32.4

22.3% 1 25.2% 40.2%

20.6 26.6 36.5

33.2 16.4 9.2

(141)

(144)

(179)

(278)

(291)

(143)

(147)

(72)

(151)

(71)

(301)

(433)

(856)

It is readily seen that again the private university ranks

highest on the Recruitment Index; the two-year colleges especially in

the private sector) rank lowest. More predominantly black than white

schools rank high, as do more schools with large- than with medium-

or small-sized EOG programs. Since school quality is strongly related

to initutIonal type and control, it is not surprising to find that

more high quality institutions than others rank high on the Recruitment

Index. 119
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Schools with special programs utilize more recruitment cnannels

than do those with no such programs. This is hard y surprising. It is

significant however, that utilization of diffe ent recruitment chan-

nels is higher among schools with special prøgrams when that progra

directed by someone whose sole responsibility is administe ing it.

Many schools in an attempt to comply with federal directives to estab-

lish such programs have done so, but for lack of funds or personnel

have left the direction of the program to an already overburdened

financial aid director, admissions officer, or registrar. Our data

suggest that greater latitude and flexibility can be achieved when

separate structures are established to administer these special pro-

grams.

The "Effectiveness" of Recruit ent

An attempt to assess the effectiveness of the recruitment acti-

vities of EOG institutions must be made with extreme caution. The

study design permits no "before-afte comparison of thc number of

propo tion of low-income/minority students. Even were such a compari-

son possible, it would be difficult to isolate the effect of recruit-

ment activities from a host of other factors which may be related to

increases in proportions of disadvantaged students. We can only sug-

gest, therefore, the extent to which recruitment programs are effective

by noting the correlation between relevant student characteristics and

a school's position on the Recruitm at Index. Further we can note the

relationship between a school's reported success in achieving the

stated goals of the program and the extent of its recruitment activi-

ties. In Table 4.9 several of these relationships are presented.
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TABLE 4.9

SELECTED INDICATORS OF PROGRAM "SUCCESS" 131(

POSITION ON THE RECRUITMENT INDEX

Selected Indicators
of Frogram-Success

Report increase in
minority enrollment

Report increase in
minority enrollment
largely due to EOG

Perceive EOG program as
definitely successful

Report EOG program has
had slight impact

Mean family income of
EOG students

Percentage of EOG students
wh, are black

Mean number black EOG
students

Mean number black un
graduates

8. Percentage of all black
undergraduates with EOG
(6 f 7)

Recruitment Index

Zero One Two Three

78.3% 81.5% 89.5% 97.5%

(446) (433) (325) (354)

11.0% 13.2% 15.9% 22.5%

(355) OW (290) (347)

74,6% 78.9% 84.0% 86.3%

(465) (445) (337) (364)

40.5% 37.4% 24.8% 20.6%

(n) (430) (417) (318) (344)

$4569 $4609 $4731 $5044

(n) (1,595) (2;534) (2,262) -4492)

14.7% 20.3% 29.7% 30.5%
(n) (IMO (2,583) (2,246) (2,906)

20.2 35.3 45.3 57.4
(372) (380) (304) (334)

7,991 .U56.7 :209.8 .212J0
083 (384) (289) (316)

20-4% 22.5% 21.6% 27.1%

it is readily apparent that schools which are actively engaged

in recruitmeit activities see themselves as having a definitely success-

ful EOG rogram more frequently than do the less active schools.

Similarly, they not only are more likely to report increases in minority

enrollment, but to aver that this inc ease i largely due L. the
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availability_of EOG funds. Converse y, the active recruite s are not

likely to report that the EOG program h-- had little impact at the

school aside from providing addi ional funds.

Although the most active recruiters report twite the proporion

ofblack EOG recipients as the least a-tive recruiters, mean family

income of EOG recipients is highest among the most active and lowest

among the leas_ active recruiters. Thi, is not surpriSing if we recall

that the least active recruiters by far a e thb two-year schools where

th- highest proportion of EOG students are from the lowest income group.

TWo-year schools reported that they are not engaged in active

recruitment because they already have sufficient numbers of disAvan-

taged applicants. It was seen in Table 4.5 that (despite theJ.ack of

recruitm t) the t --year schools ave an overrepresentation of

financially and academically deprived students. Apparently then, the

recruitment efforts of these institutions are limited because of a

sufficiency of disadvantaged applicants.

This suggests that for the present at least the uniform

emphasis on recruitment as a mandatory feature of participation in lie

program should be reconsidered. Schools which are . not engaged, in

active recruitment of disadiantaged students should not be penalized

when funding recommen.ations are made by regional or national panels.

For many schools seem.to have more than the number of 'applicants that

they can handle without actively recruiting EOG arche jrpes. What is

significant is that schools with normally low proportions of poverty/

minority students are engaged in active recruitment efforts; chey

122
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report increases in minority enrollmen 0 they attributti these increaLes

largely to the availabilit, of EOG funds, and they perceive the program

as successful.

Recruitment ac ivities themselves, laudable rq they may be, are

not sufficient documentation of program 'si=ess." It is always possi-

ble that in an effo,t to pay lip service to program directives, schools

are recruiting low-incom .inOrity students but are engaged in what one

financial aid officer called the "cre ming p cess, -hat is, skimming

the most aeademically pro ising students .from the pool of disadvantaged

students. In the fellowing section we examine the extent to which

recruitment activities are related to the admdssion of not only finan-

cial but academically deprived students, as well as the extent to which

EOG institutions hive made special provisions for the admission of

students who do-not meet the regular admissions crIteria.

Section III. Admissions

The preceding section has pointed out that about half of the

BOG schools have regular recruitment programs. However, as seen in

Chaper Three, the student of e%ceptional financial need most often is

enrolled in a non-college preparatory program in high schoo is in a

low quartile of his high school graduating class, has relatively low

SAT-V or ACT scores. In other words, the disadvantaged student who is

the supposed target of these recruitment programs is not always likely

to be prepared to meet the usual adrissions criteria of the college

which does not have an open admissions policy.
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EOG branch directives have increasingly warned against a arding

EOG's as scholarships to students of superior academic status Measures

of ability T r aptitude are not to serve as indicators of merit; in fact,

participating institutions are explicitly instructed that academic

potential_ based on the recommendation of the h gh school guidance

counselo- rather than academic achevement, -la test scores,

should be til.; criterion for admission. If colleges are adhering to

these guidelines we should expect to find:

1. Schools modifying admissions requirements more requen ly for

EOG than for other students;

2. LOG recipients less frequently in the top quartile of th

high school class than students not receiving EOG's;

No relationship between a student's quartile rank in high

school (or his present GPA) and the size of hiS ROG.

The following section explores these expectations.

Modification of Admissions

All schools were asked to estimate the percentage of EOG stu-

dents, as w:A.1 as the percentage of all undergraduates for whom the

usual admissions criteria are waived or modified each year. As

Table 4.10 indicates, approximately one-fifth of all LOG recipients

are admitted under modified criteria; this is true for only 7 per cent
*

of all students. In other words LOG s,udents are almost three times

as likely as all undergrmduates to be unable to meet the usual admis-

sions criteria. Table 4.10 reveals further that in every type of

insti ution and in every area of the country EOG students are mo e
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TABLE 4.

MEAN PERCENT OF BOG STUDENTS AND OF ALL UNDERGRADUATES
FOR WHOM THE USUAL-ADMISSIONS CRITERIA ARE WAIVED

OR MODIFIED BY SELECTED CHARACTERISTICS

Selected
Characteristics

M an Percent for Whom Criteria
are Waived or Modified

1 dent :Students'.

a
Tota 7.0% 19.8

(926) (834)

Control and type

Private university 6.7% 31.4%

(45) (42)

Public university 3.7% 18.

f,66) (54)

Private four-year 7.7% 19.0%
(498) (459)

Public four-year 4.5% 15.1%
(152) (39)

Private two-year 9.9% 23.6%
(69) (66)

Public two-year /.8% 24.4%
(496) (74)

Racia3 composition

PredomInantly white 6.9% 20.0%
(889) (802)

Predomi antly black 10.6% 16.4%
(37) (32)

a
AH tile 694 schools nnOt represented in the totals,

449 have open admissions policies and 245_ did no- respond
tO the question.
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TABLE 4.10--Continued

Selected
Characteristics

School quality

High

Medium

Low

Federal Region

Region 1

Region 2

Reg4on

Region 4

Region

Region 6

Re

Region

Region 9

Region 10

Mean Percent for Whom Criteria
are Waived or Modified

6.8%
(279)

6 JM
(345)

7.39-

(253)

6.8%
(98)

7.6%
(105)

6.7%
(117)

7.9%
(137)

7.1%
(178)

7.4%
(59)

6.9%
(88)

4.2%
(28)

7.0%
(76)

(40)

126

6.0=s

(268)

17.2%

(315)

15.4%
(208)

22.8%
(79)

29.0%
(100)

18.5%
(108)

15.5%
(121)

17.5%
(162)

14.9%
(48)

16.6%
(78)

10.9%
(22)

30.9%
(66)

13.6%
(36)

114:.)
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TABLE 4.10--Continued

Selected
Characteristics

ean Percent for Whom Criterie
are Waived or Modified

All Students ] LOG Students

Recruitment Index

Zero 6.2% 14.3%
(224) (181)

One 6.9% 13.3%
(224) (200)

Two 6.6% 20.3%
(204) (183)

Three or more 8.0% 28.0%
(273) (269)

likely to enter under modified admissions c iteria than are other untie

graduates. There are fairly qksanp4l differences among institu-

tional types, however, in the ratios of BOG recipients to all under-

graduates admitted under special provisions. TWo-year schools, for

examp e, may waive admissions criteria for a higher percentage of 7.0G

students than do most of the other institutional types. However, they

also waive or modify criteria for all students more than do the other

types of schools. The LOG student at the private university is almost

five times as likely to be admitted under special provisions as is the

regular applicant, while at the t o-year private ins itution the ratio

is less than two-and-one-half to one.

Similarly, in predominantly white compared tp predominantly

black schools in higher compared to lower quality schools, in the

North or West compared to the South the LOG studen.: is much more
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likely than other undergraduates to have entered under modified admis-

sions criteria. Differences in :he extent to which admissions criteria

are waived for LOG compared to all students imply that (1) some schcc._

are more actively recruiting academically handicapped students; or that

) some schools haVeaadmissions criteria which are already low enough

to enable academically handi apped students to enter without special

provision being made for them.

Both of these factors are undoubtedly at work. As the last

_tem in Table 4.10 revels the ratio of EOG. to all students admitted

under special provisions is lowest for the less active schools, highest

for those utilizing three or more recruitment mechanisms. On tle other

hand, two-third6 of the public community colleges and one-third of the

private two-year schools are 'open admissions" institutions which

all or almost all applicants. In these institutions, admissions

criteria are "waived" for all students, EOG or otherwise.

In sum, institutions of all types and in all parts of the

country appear to be awarding EOG's to students who were more likely

than other students to have been admitted under special provisions.

That the difference between EOG students and other undergraduates is

greater in some institutional types than in others is a function of

(1) the academic and socio-economic level of the student bodies at

certain types of institutions, and (2) the vigorous recruitment

efforts of other schools.

admi

1 8
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2. The "High Risk" Student

In the last several years a new descriptive label of the

financially and academically deprived student has entered ttol vocabu-

lary. A -inistrators talk of the 'thigh risk" student. Although no

dictionary definition exists, there is general agreement among adthis-

sions and financial aid personnel that the "high risk" student is one

who can not normally meet the admrssions criteria and whose high school

r-ik and test scores are not predictive of academic success in college.

EOG directives have emphasized that colleges seek out such students,

admit them under special provisions, pri Pide them with financial ai

and offer them various supportive and remedial services to enable them

:o correct acade ic deficiencies.

Finanrdal aid officers reported that 11 per cent, or slightly

over 1,000 EOG students in the FAO sample were considered 'Ilia risk"

students at the tim they entered college. As was seen in Table 4 5,

11144 risk" students are almost t.ice as likely to be in two-year

ins itutions, whether public or private.

What are th se 'high risk" students like. Table 4.11 indicates

that most have been admitted under special provisions; almost two-

thirds come from the bottom half of their high school class and have

low SAT or ACT scores. They haue usually been in a non-college prepara-

tory curriculum, and have a low college GPA. Over 60 per cent are

receiving one or more supportive services. The lower mean family

income of the "high risk' student is balanced by a higher EOG.



TABLE 4.11

SELECTED CHARACTERISTICS OF "HIGH RISK"

AND OTHER STUDENTS

Selected Characte .stics
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Sident_Classification
"High Ris Not "High Ris

WI

4.

family income

Percentage mino Ly students

Percentage admitted under

special provisions

Mean SAT-Verbal

$4399
(943)

73.7%
(992)

62.7%
(1,044)

365.4

$4841
(7,886)

26.4%

(8,011)

1.9%

(8,352)

482.4

(575) (3,618)

ACT 15.0 24.2

(245) (2,613)

In bottom half of high school 55.2% 12.2%

class
(678) (61297)

Non-college prepara ory 53.9% 36.8%

curriculum in high school (635) (6,845)

8. Mean college GPA 2.01 2.54

(701) (6,872)

Receives one or more supportive 61.1% 11.3%

services
1,056) (8.391)

10. Mean EOG
$635 3

(1-,052) 1

If there is any single item which strongly different ates the

"high isk" from other students, it is his minority group membership.

Three-fourths of all "high risk" students, compared to nne-fourth of

the other EOG students, stem from minority backgrounds

130
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The definition of "high risk" differs, however, amol ins tu-

tional types (Table 4.12) "High risk" students in the more selective

schools have higher incomes, CPA's and test scores than those in the

less selective institutions. Similarly, the definition of 'thigh risk"

varies not only among institutional types, but also for blale as com-

pared to white students (Table 4.13)

TABLE 4.12

SELECTED CHARACTERISTICS OF "HIGH RISK"

AND NONu"HIGH RISK" STUDENTS

BY SCHOOL QUALITY

Selected
Characteristics

Mean Family Income

high risk $4345 $5,212 $3846

(n) (327) (256) (268)

Not high risk $5179 $4901 $4585

(n) 20037) (2,754) (2,394)

Mean SAT-Verbal

High risk 391 351 325

(175) (109)

Not high risk 498 478 447

(1,50S) (1,209) (589)

Mean. ACT

High risk 14.6 14.2 15.3

(n) (55) (72) (102)

Not high risk 26.5 22.0 24.6

(220) ( ,047) (1,130)

anl:GPA

High risk 2,19 2.03 1.81

(234) (199) (208)

Not high -i k 2.61 2.52 2.53

(1,717) (2,467) (2,063)



TABLE 4.13

PERCENT OF BLACK AND WHITE STUDENTS
CLASSIFIED AS "HIGH RISK" BY

SELECTED CHARACTERISTICS

Selecte__ Characteris

Family Income

Slack Students

120

White Students

Less th 3000 25.514 7.3%

(701) (1 252)

$3000 - $5999 27.1% 3.6%

(962) 2,657)

$6000 or more 32.2% 2.9%

(n) (425) 044)

High School Cul.aculu

College preparatory 22.1% 2.7%

(742) 358)

Non-college prepara ory 25.6% 5.7%

(n) (712) (1-769)

Mean SAT-Verbal

Less than 300
(n)

27.3$
(232)

18.4%
(38)

300 - 499 24.1% 6.1%

(n) (601) (237

SOO or more 18.3% .6%

n) (93) (1,323)

Mean ACT Score

Less than 15 30.2% 23.1%
(248) (130)

15 18.8% 6.3%

(186) (414)

20 or more 13.2% 1.4%

(n) (82) (1,376)
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Not surprisingly, considering their academic and iinancial

handicaps black students are seven times more likely than white stu-

dents to be labeled "high risk" (see Table 3-5). What iS surprising,

however, is that hcading income or academic 'achievement" constant

(Table 4.13) the black student is still morejikely than the white to

be considered a "high risk" at the time of admiss.on. In fact, while

32 per cent of blacks with family incomes above $6000 are "high risk"

students, this is true for only 3 per cent of white students in this

income category. Similarly, while 18 p r cent of the blacks with SAT

verbal scores above SOO are "high risk" students less than 1 per cent

of their white coon erparts are classified "high risk" when admitted.

In Table 4.14 we see that the mean SAT-V or ACT scores of black

"high risk" students are not much lower than those of other black stu-

dents. On the other hana white "high risk" and non-"high risk"

students differ considerably on these items. In every instance the

means for white "high risk" students are higher than for the black

undergraduate who is not a 'high risk

These data suggest that for white students there is fairly wide

consensus about what constitutes risk." The definition of 'high

risk" for black students however, does not appear to depend upon the

objective characteristics of the student. It appears, rather, to be a

function of the quality of the school attended by the black student as

Tale 4.15 indicates.
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TABLE 4 14

SELECTED CHARACTERISTICS OF "HIGH RISK" AND

NON-"HIGH RISK" STUDENTS BY RACE

Selected Character
High Risk Students

Mean FAT-Verbal

Mean ACT

355

(230)

12.9
(120)

395
(91)

19.0
(80)

375
(693)

16.0
(401)

511

(2,499)

26.2
(2,016)

Mean Family Income $4549 $4170 $4072 $5111

(5G2) (236) (1,468) (5,61 )

Mean EOG $659 $570 $559 $550

i_(n) (610) (260) (1 600) (5,861)

Mean Total Financial Aid $1452 $1242 $1220 $1202

(n) (332) (188) (1,101) (4,882)

The data in Table 4.15 confirm that "high ris _is a relative

concept for black students but not for whites. In every type of school

white students who are considered 'Itigh risk" have considerably lower

SAT scores, ACT scores, or mean incomes than non-"high risk" white

students; there are no instances (with the exception of mean income in

schools of medium quality) where the income or test score,, of a white

"high risk" student in one type of institution exceeds that of a white

non-"high risk" student in another type of school.

Black "high risk" students are also financially and academically

handicapped. However, the black "hi isk" student in the high

ed than non-"h' risk"

black students in medium or low s ools. We feel that this is

134



a significant finding. Most black _tuderts, high A_sk or not, are in

mediUm or low quality schools. Ho-ever, diL.adv -taged black students

are now receiving the opportunity, throw& ftnancial aid programs, to

attend higher quality schools.

TABLE 4.15

MEAN INCOME, SAT-V, ACT SCORES OF BLACK NND
WHITE HIGH RISK AND NON-HIGH RISK

STUDENTS BY SCHOOL QUALITY

Selected Means

School ualit
edium

e of Studen s
White Black Whi eBlack

Ii

Mean Income

High risk

Not high risk

Mean SAT-Verbal

High risk

Not high risk

Mean ACT

High risk

Not hiRh risk

(n)

Whi e
Rà

Low

$4561 3760 5352 5275 $3791 $3889
(190) (58 ) (162) (59) (144) (94)

$4461 $5440 $4052 $5181 $3751 $4778
(366) (1,493 ) (521) 1,930) (413) (1,777)

391 407 328 391 306
(109) (37) ($8)) (33) (51)

398 524 376 506 344
(260) 10104) 238) (818) (122)

383
(14)

477
(388)

14.4 18.3 12.8 19.7 11.9 18.

(33) (7 ) (44) (12 ) (36) (52)

19.0 31.2 16.1 23.6 14.7 26.3
(67) (131 ) (147) (806) (139) (922)

1 5
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This is not, in our judgement, isconsonant with EOG program

goals. The data overwhelmingly attest to the concerted and successful

efforts being made to award EOG's to stud-nts of exceptional financial

need. They attest, too, to the success with which black high school

graduates are being brought onto college cannuses. It would be

unrealistic, however, to expect the most severely handicapped black

students to compete in high quality institutions where mean SAT'- may

well exceed the 600's. What admissions and financial aid personnel are

obviously doing is recruiting and admitting disadvantaged black stu-

dents who have at least a good Chance of succeeding in such institu-

tions. The very high retention rates in such schools see Table 4.22)

attest to the success of this policy.

The creaming process therefore gives the disadvantaged minority

student an opportunity to at -end other than the Open Door some have

called it the Revolving Door) low quality institution and thus to

compete for the higher occupational and income status which research

has shown to be related to graduation from a high quality school.

High Schoo7L Rank

We've seen that colleges are admitting "high risk" students and

that these constitute over 10 per cent of the EOG population. On the

other hand, a fairly large proportion of LOG students, whether by their

own report or by that of the financial aid officer, ranked in the top

qartile of their high school cl In Chapter Three, in fact t was

seen that LOG freshmen recipients in our sample were as likely as ACE's

nationql sample of freshmen to have graduated in the top quartile of

.136
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thei- high school class (Table 3.7 ). This would suggest that partici-

pating institutions are engaged in t e "creaming process" mentioned

previously and are recruiting and admitting students of exceptional

financial need but of su erica' academic qualification, while at the

same time heeding LOG Branch direLtives and admitting a small percent-

age of "high risk" students.

We do not think that this is generally the case. We do think,

and conversations with financial aid and admissions personnel confirm,

that EOG recipients stem from the kinds of high schools-in which rank-

ing in the top quartile of the class is indicative only of relative

academic prowess. The introduction of more objective criteria, such as

ACT and SAT scores, indIcates that a top quartile ranking does not

necessarily go hand in hand with high test scores.

If the usual predictors of academic success in col ege--SAT

sco es, and high school rank--are not given weight when colleges

recruit students of exceptional financial need, then we should expect--

at least in high quality institutions--fewer LOG recipients compared_

to all undergraduates to have ranked in the top quartil of ti,eir high

school class. Financial aid officers were asked what percentage of LOG

students and of all undergraduates in their institution ranked in the

top 25 per cent of their class in high school. As Table 4.16 indicates,

there is almost no difference in the mean percentages for the two

groups, EOG and all undergraduat s; in fact EOG students are slightly

more likely than other students to have ranked in the top high school

quartile.

37
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TABLE 4.16

PtRCENT OF EOG STUDENTS AND OF ALL
NbtRGRADUATES RANKED IN TOP QUARTILE

OF HIGH SCriOOL CLASS BY SELECTED
CHARACTERISTICS

Seiected
Characteristics

Mean Percentage in Top High

EOG Students
All

Underraduates

All Schools

Type and Control

(n)

38.6%
(1,131)

35.8%
(1,371)

Private university 58.1% 67.4%
(42) (47)

Public university 49.2% 52.2%
(83) (91)

Private four-year 45.4% 43.4%
(n) (508) (S80)

Public fo -year 38.7% 39.3%

(n) (195) (210)

Private t o-year 27.8% 20.5%

(n) (88) (109)

Public two-year 22.6% 16.6%

(n) (265) (334)

Racial Composition

Predominantly white 38.9% 36.0%
(1,133) (1,312)

Predominantly black 32.1% 31.3%
(n) (48) (59)

School Quality

High 46.2% 54.2%
(2,318) (2,623)

Medium 44.1% 45.0%
(2,960) (3,219)

Low 36.7% 32.1%

(n) (20428) (2,635)
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TABLE 4.16--Continued

Selected
Characteristics

Federal Region

Mean Percentage in Top high

School quartile

LOG Students
All

Uncle aduates

Region 1

Region 2

Region 3

(n)

41.6%
(90)

35.0%
(97)

48.0%

38.1%
(109)

39.0%
(118)

42.8%

( ) (131) (159)

Region 4 39.6% 32.9%

( ) (212) (229)

Region 41.9% 38.8%

(n) (226) (258)

Region 6 34,7% 32.0%

(n) (104) (118)

Region 7 38.2% 31.0%

(n) (112) (132)

Region 8 35.0% 30.5%

(55) (60)

Region 9 28.2% 35.3%

(95) (117)

Region 10 29.2% 30.1%

(44) (56)

Recruitment Ind x

Zero 36.2% 29.2$

(333) (392)

37.0% 32.2%

(326) (374)

38.6% 38.1%

(n) (252) (289)

Three 43.4% 46.5%

(n) (269) (314)
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As predicted, however, in the higher quality schools, especially

the private university, the relationship is reversed and EOG students

are less likely than other undergraduates to have ranked in their top

high school quartile. Similarly, in Regions 2 and 9, the students who

receive EOG's are less likely than other undergraduates to have ranked

9
in the top quartile.-

As the last item 531 Table 4.16 indicates, the more actively an

inst tution is recruiting disadvantaged students the more likely it is

that fewer EOG than all undergraduates ranked-in their top high school

quartile.

In sum, that EOG students are even more likely than other

undergraduates, with only a few exceptions, to have ranked in their

top high school quartile is hardly evidence that EOG's are being

awarded to the cream of the underprivileged high school cropw. For our

data suggest that high school quartile ranking is less a function of

the objective adhievement of the student than of the extent to which

the "EOG type" student is competing against a college-bound high school

class.

Whether the size of an EOG Is determined more by financial need

than by scholarship is examined in Table 4.17 which presents data on

9
In general, differences among regions a?e very suggestive.

Regions 2 and 9 include New York and California, both of which states
lead in spreading higher educational opportunities to their residents.
In these two regions EOG's are awarded to students whose high school
ranking is significantly lower than "all students." On the other
haDd, Regions 3, 4, and 8 include Southf3rn, Border, and M3untain States
which send praportionately fewer students to college. In these regions
EOG's are awarded to students whose high school rank is significantly
higher than "all students."
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the mean dollar amount of the ECG by studdn 's high school quartile

rankings.

TABLE 4.17

DOLLAR AMOUNT OF EOG BY HIGH SCHOOL
QUARTILE RANK BY SELECTED

CHARACTERISTICS

Selected Characteristics

uartile Placement
B

Total

Type and Control

$574
(4,134)

$661
(1,887)

$564
( ,179)

Trivate university $69S $740 $760

(n) (355) (98) (54)

PUblic univerty $669 $699 $600

(n) (1,168) (360) (170)

Privace four-y ar $651 $618 $667

(m) (1,316) (590) (392)

Public four-year $479 $494 $623

Om) (1,083) (626) (300)

Private two year $478 $527 $622

(a) (69) (47) (54)

Public two year $386 $434 $383

Quality
(n) (143) (166) (209)

High $624 $613 $652

(m) 1 269) (466) (318)

Medium $682 $575 $596

(n) (1,602) (666) (335)

Low SOO $499 $483

(n) (1,048) (612) (413)

Racial Composition

Predominantly white 081 $570 $570
( ,809) ( 2726) (1,047)

Predominantly black $494 $464 $521
(325) (162) (132)

1 1
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For all students, there appears to be no relationship between

academic achievement as measured by high school quartile ranking) and

the size of the EOG. Within institutional types howiver, differences

appear. The schools which are least likely to award larger EOG's to

students of higher academic caliber are the universities,:Jespetiany

in the private sector, or the high quality schools (of which the uni-

versities constitute a significant proportion Similarly, in pre-

dominantly black :chools the.E0G seems to be less a reward for scholar-

ship than a recognition of financial need, given the direct relation-

ship between family income and high school ranking.

In sum, this section has examined the extent to which sChools

have modified admissions criteria to admit "high risk" students and

have awarded EOG's to 'tudents without assigning the usual weight to

previous academic achievement. It has noted that Almost all schools,

but particularly the high quality-active recruiters, are admitting EOG

students more frequently than other applicants under todified criteria.

Similarly, these high quality-active recruiters -eport lower propor-

tions of LOG than other undergraduates ranking in the top quartile of

their high school classes. Since high school quartile ranking, how-

ever, Is likely to be as mudh of a fbnction of high school quality as

of student academic adhievement0 it is suggested that a high proportion

of LOG students who have achieved top quartile placement is not neces-

_arily an indicator of failure to adhere to EOG guidelines.

42
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Section IV. Retention

Recruitment and admissions form but two of the three-pronged

thrust to equalize opportunity in higher education. We've seen that

some colleges are_ making concerted efforts to seek out disadvantaged

students and are not_ confining these efforts to the disadvantaged stu-

dent who is academically superior. All types of schools in all areas

of the country are waiving or modifying the normal admissions criteria

and are using othe- than the standard measures cf eligibility in order

to provide the benefits of higher education to students of ce ti nal

financial need. Seeking out students and admitting them to college is

still not sufficient, however, to ensure the provision of these bene-

fits to the disadvantaged youth of the United States.

Supportive Services

The lower the family income level of the student, as was seen

in Chapter Three, the more likely that he ranked in the bottom half of

his high school class, had an ACT or SAT-V score well below the

national meane and wac enrolled in a non-college preparatory program--

in sum he is relatively unprepared to pursue college level studies.

Recruiting and admitting the disadvantaged student, therefore, is not

sufficient--some compensatory or remedial courses must be available t

bridge the academic gap between the student admitted under normal

criteria and the one for whom these criteria have been modified or

waived. All but 6 per cent of the schools in the sample provide one or

more supportive services for students. Remedial courses are more

likely to be provided by schools in the public sector, especially by

.143
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the community colleges, while private universities are more likely than

any other type to provide tutorial and extra counseling services (see

Section II, Appendix B).

Schools were asked what percentage of EOG students ge erally

use availble supportive services, as well as the percentage of all

undergraduates using such services. In those schools which are recruit-

ing and admitting financially and academically handicapped students

there should be higher proportions of EOC than of all unl. Tgraduates

receiving supportive services. Table 4.18 explores this qu stion.

In every type of school in every region of the country a

higher proportion of LOG students than of other undergraduates

likely to be u- ng some supportive service. Table 4.18 also indicates

that the percentage of ail_ undergraduates receiving such services is

inversely related to school quality. On the other hand, the ratio of

EOG to all undergraduates receiving one or more supportive services is

highest for the more selective schools--public and private universities

in particular. Similarly, in schools with t1L- -ost active re ruitment

programs EOG students are two and one-half times as likely as all

undergraduates to utilize remedial or tutorial services; for the least

active recruiters, the ratio is approximately one and one-ha f to one.

Apparently institutions which engage in actiire recruitment effo-ts

recognize that the provision of supporting services for the disadvan-

taged student must accompany suth efforts.

a
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TABLE 4.18

PERCENT OF LOG AND OF ALL UNDERGRADUATES
USING SUPPORTIVE SERVICES BY

SELECTED CHARACTERISTICS

Selected Characteristics
Mean Percent Using
Su ortive Services

EOG S udents All Stlidents

All Schools 25.2% 14.2%
(1;232) (1,275)

Type and Control

Private university 28.4% 9.6%
(42) (44)

Public university 22.5% 9.5%
(87) (88)

Private four-year 21.0% 12.2%
(483) (506)

kiPublic four-year 20.9% 10.7%
(189) (190)

Private two-year 29.4% 20.4%
(100% (103)

Public two-year 32.9% 19.1%
(331) (344)

School Quality

High 27.3% 11.1%
(290) (299)

Medium 21.7% 12.4%
(348) (366)

Low 26.4% 17.1%
(531) (548)

Racial Composition

Predominantly white 24.9% 13.6%
(1,172) (10217)

Predominantly black 30.5% 27.9%
(60) (58)

= number of ins itutions.
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TABLE 4.18--Continued

Selected Characteristics
Mean Percent
§,Lipportive

Using
Services

EA11 StudenEOG Students

Federal Region

Region 1 24.64 13.2%

(n) (87) (92)

Region 2 29.9% 13.1%

( ) (118) (120)

Region 20.8% 13.4%

(n) (141) (144)

Region 4 24.8% 16.8%

(n) (208) (221)

Region 5 22.6% 11.7%

(n) (213) (224)

Region 6 24.8% 16.0%

(n) (99) (103)

Region 7 20.3% 12.8%

(n) (118) (124)

Region 8 18.8% 14.9%

(n) (54) (53)

Region 9 38.1% 17.0%

(n) (128) (127)

Region 10 24.4% 12.8%

On) (55) (56)

Recruitment Index

Zero 23.2% 14.6%
(n) (320) (348)

One 22.6% 15.4%
(n) (337) (347)

Two 27.4% 15.3%
(n) (348) (366)

Three or 28.2% 11.5%
(n) (531) (548)
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Who receives these supportive services? As Table 4.19 indi-

cates, disadvantaged students who were in the bottom quartile of their

high school class are more than three ti es as likely to use one or

more of the supportive services as those in the top quartile. It was

seen (Table 4.11) that 60 per cent of the risk" students receive

remedial or tutorial help. These services are most likely to be

utilized by 'high risk" students however, at the private university

where 71 per cent use .upportive services.

TABLE 4.19

PERCENT OF EOG STUDENTS USING SUPPORTIVE

SERVICE BY SELECTED STUDENT AND
INSTITUTIONAL CHARACTERISTICS

Student s High School Quartile Rank

Top 10.0% (4,149)

Second 19.9 (1,8E/9)

Bottom half 32 6 (1,191)

"High Risk" Students in:

Private university 7C.6 j51)

Public university 53.1 (224)

Private four-year 65.8 (272)

Public four-year 60.5 (324)

Private two-year 60.0 (40)

Public two-year 63.0 135)
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2. Residence Facilities

The provision of supportive services is only one means of seek-

ing to reduce the academic handicaps of disadvantaged students. Many

financial aid officers have expressed the belief that the disadvantaged

student can best overcome his academic handicaps if he is removed from

the poverty of his home environment and brought to the campus as a

resident student. That this belief is widely shared is suggested in

Table 4.20.

ME

TABLE 4.20

PERCENT OF LOG STUDENTS AND OF ALL
DERGRADUATES LIVING ON CAMPUS
BY SELECTED INSTITUTIONAL

CHARACTERISTICS

?e ecte
idhil Charateristis

ean1Tercent
LI iving-on Campus

EOG Students All Students

Total

pe d control

68.2%
(1,124)

56.8%
(1,158)

Private university 64.8% 52.5'

(42) (47)

Public university 60.0% 42

(89) '39)

Private f3ur-year 72.5% 66.1%
(577) (597)

Public four-year 64.9% 46.3%
(217) (218)

Private wo-year 70.1% 60.6%
(101) (106)

Public ---year 8.0% 35.1%
(98) (101)

.14
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TABLE 4. --Continued

Selected
Institu ional Characteristics

Mean Percent
Livin on Cam us

1 Studen s

Racial Composition

Predothinantly white

Predominantly black

68.1%
(1,068)

70 3%
_56)

56.6%
(1,101)

59.9%
(57)

School Quality

High 70.4% 61.6%
(312) (332)

e "UM 68.5% 59.0%
(404) (421)

Low 65.6% 50.4%
(n) (372) (388)

Recruitment Index

Zero 70.2% 58.2%
(302) (306)

66.5% 55.6%
(308) (321)

Two

Three or more
(n)

68.3%
f,247)

68.0%
(267)

58.2%
(250)

55.4%
(281)

n every type of institu ion there is a higher propo tion of

EOG than of other undergraduates living on campus. We have no evidence,

other than the testimony of financial aid officers that concerted

efforts are being made to provide sufficient financial aid ror disadvan-

tsged students to live on campus. Certainly, the most disadvantaged
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of the EOG students do not live on campus. For example, only 61 per

cent of the students with under $3000 income but 70 per cent of those

over $9000 live on campus. Similarly, 59 per cent of the "high *sk"

students compared to 68 per cent of non-"high risk" undergraduates are

resident student-. .It does not seem, therefore, that efforts are

necessarily being made to bring the most disadvantaged students in as

resident students.

However, that more LOG than other undergraduates do live on

campus, raises another question. Does living on campus rather than

commuting, enhance the probability of academic survival for the dis-

advantaged student.

TABLE 4.21

CUMULATIVE GPA OF BLACK AND WHITE LOG
STUDENTS BY RESIDENCE AND BY

HIGH SCHOOL QUARTILE PLACEMENT

High School
tile- Placemen

Top,-; quartile

Second quartile

Bottom half

a k S uden: s Mhite Students
Residen Commuter Resident Co- -ute

2.38 2.40

(426) (141)

2.19 2.04

(219) (92)

2.02
(n0 (160)

1.96

(88)

2.76 2.85

(1i808) (669)

2.33 2.41

(723)": (319)

2.16 2.23
(267): (213)

Residence, as Table 4 21 indicates, appears to have little or

no effect on the GPA of either white or black students. That is, black

_ .

students who anked in th- bottom half of their high sdhool class have

. /50
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lower CPA's than other black students, whether or not they live on

campus. The same is true for white students. The data do suggest

hover, that holding high school quartile placement constant, living on

campus has a v-ry slight depressing effect on GPA for whites, a very

slight elevating one for blacks.10

It is far from clear then that living on campus is an integral

ingredient in overcoming the academic handicaps of disadvantaged stu-

dents. Far more information, however, than that gathered in the course

of this InvestigatIon would be required to unravel more fully the role

of residency on campus in overcoming the handicaps with which disadvan-

taged students enter college.

Retention and Attrition Rates

Most institutions appear to be making Herculean efforts, in

spi.2 of insufficient funds,
11

to provide the supportive services

required by disadvantaged students. Financial aid officers were asked

to report the percentages of 1968 freshmen (EOG and other freshmen ) who

had reenrolled in Fall 1969. Fiscal-Operations Reports contain data

on numbers of LOG students dropping out of school for financial, aca-

demic, or other reasons. These data are presented in this final section

of Chapter Four.

These differences are too slight to be considered seriously.
However, it is interesting that black resident students perceive them-
selves as doing above average work more frequently than do black non-
residents.

11
,Almost half of the institutions reported that their efforts

to recruit disadvantaged students were limited by the inadequacy of
funds for the supportive services that such students would require, once
admitted.
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Table 4.22 compares 1968-69 freshmen retention rates for BOG

and for all undergraduates in different kinds of in titutions. The

highest retention rates for both groups are in private universities;

the lowest in public two-year institutions. Retention rates are almost

identical for predominantly black and white institutions, but are

highest in the r selective and lowest in the least selective schools.

Since higher quality ins itutions are overrepresented in Regions 1, 2,

and S the higher retention rates in these regions are not

unexpected.

TABLE 4 2

MEAN PERCENT OF 1968-69 FRESHMEN EOG RECIPIENTS
AND ALL 1968-69 FRESHMEN WHO REENROLLED IN

1969-70 BY SELECTED CHARACTERISTICS

Selected Characteristics

ean Percent 1968-69
Freshmen Who Reenrolled
EOG Students_ All Studen s

All Schools

Type and Control

Private university

Public university

Private four ear

Public four-year

Private -year

Public two-year

(n)

152

67.4%
(1,362)

70.2%
(1,465)

79.7% 86.2%

(SO) (SO)

69.9% 73.1%
(101) (93)

73:5% 76.0%
(606) (625)

70.3% 71.2%
(243) (228)

61.6% 66.6%
(97) (119)

49.4% 57.3%
(265) (350)



TAt3LE 4.22--CONT1NUED

S Selected Cha acteristics

Racial Composition

Predominantly white

Predominantly black

School Quality

H'

t.edium

Low

Fede al Region

Region 1

Region 2

Region 3

Region 4

Region

Region 6

Region 7

Region 8

OR)

(n)

(n)

ean Percent 1968-69
Freshmen Who Reenrolled

All Students

67.3% 70.2%
(10297) (1,403)

69.3% 69.5%
(65) (62)

75.5% 78.2%

(348) (370)

71.0% 73.5%
(446) (461)

58.6% 62.8%
(517) (621)

71.3% 75.2%
(108) (114)

74.9% 77.7%
(116) (127)

75.5% 76.4%
(158) (165)

67.4% 70.0%

(231) (253)

69.6% 72.1%
(244) (261)

60.3% 63.0%
(129) (131)

64.1% 68.5%
(130) (135)

63 8% 67.0%
(58) (66)
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TABLE 4.22--Continued

Selected Characteristics
Mean Percent 1968-69

Freshmen Who Reenrolled
EOG S uden A 1 Students

Region 9

Region 10

62.3%
(105)

53.1%
(65)

62.4%
(128)

58.7%
(66)

Percent for Whom
Admissions Criteria
are Modified

1 9% 70.9% 75.1%
(320) (619)

10 - 19% 69.4% 72.0%

(n) (229) (171)

20 - 99% 72.1% 68.2%
(n) (275) (68)

Open Admissions 61.4% 64.3%
(n) (418) (399)

Percent Using
Supportive Services

0 4 69.2% 74.3%
(n) (224) (266)

68.3% 70.5%
(n) (140) (256)

10 14 68.4% 69.2%
(ii) (178) (273)

15-- 19 65.0% 66.1%
(n) (62) (105)

20% or more 65.2% 65.0%
(499) (312)
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Reenrollment ra es are, not unexpectedly, related to the extent

to which admissions criteria are waived or modified for all or for EOG

students. The lowest retention rates for both EOG and other under-

graduates obtain in Open Admissions institutions. Retention rates for

regular undergraduates vary inversely with the rate at which admissions

criteria are modified or waived for them. For EOG students, however,

only in Oper. Admissions institutimi is t e retention rate low. Other-

wise, there is no relationship between retention of EOG students and

the extent to which admissions criteria are waived. In other words,

the retention rates for EOG students are about the same whether admis-

sions criteria ere modified for small or large percentages of students.

This suggests that admitting fairly large proportions of disadvantaged

students who fail to meet the regular admissions criteria does not

necessarily predict a high attrition rate for these students. It may

be that placed in a college context where a large majority of (but not

all) students are successfully pursuing their studies, LOG students

with remedIal assistance, are themselves buoyed to strive for academic

success. In the Open Admissions i stitution, where many students are

academically handicapped, the college context may not be conducive to

the success of the ECG (or the regular undergraduate) student. Further-

more, the vast financial, administrative, political problems of the

Open Admissions institution may make it difficult to give the EOG stu--

dent the personalized guidance aid supportive services necessary to

overcome the academic handicaps under which he enters.12

12
In a recent article on "Open Admissions" at CUNY, in The New

York Times, the authors noted that retention rates for SEEK students

1.55
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Similarly, the higher the percentage of students receiving

supportive services in an institution, the lower the retention rate.

At first glance it appears that the more a school t ies to provide

opportunities for disadvantaged students to overcome academic handi-

caps, the less successful are they in the end. However, the last

section of Table 4.19 could be interpreted as follows: When schools

provide only limited supportive servi es, EOG students have lower

retention rates than do all undergraduates. When schools provide

supportive services to larger proportions of students, there is no

difference in retention rates between EOG and all undergraduates. Of

course, this may be an artifact of the high proportions receiving

supportive services in two-year ins tutions (4here EOG and all under-

graduates are similarly handicapped) It may be, however, that inten-

sive remedial sipport being given EOG students Is helping to narrow

the gap between them and all students.

While there is wide variation in retention rates among differ-

ent institutional types, there is little difference in the reenroll-,
ment rates of EOG freshmen and other freshmen. The retention rate for

BOG freshmen is slightly lower, within eadh institutional typ_, than

that for all freshmen but the differences are surprisingly small

.Apparently, although EOG students enter wIth academic and financial

were high because of the one-to-one guidance coun eling, and tutoring
which these students received. In contrast, they warned, the masses
of students who entered the various branches in CUNY in Fall 1970 are
receiving inadequate and inconsistent remedial assistance and are
likely to be victims of attrition in large numbers. Resnik, S. and
Kaplan, B., "Report Card on Open Admissions: Remedial Work Recom-
mended," The New York Times Magazine, May 9, 1971.
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handicaps by the end of the first year they have either overcome or

reduced these handicaps sufficiently enable them to remain in school

at almost the same rate as other students.

For the 1968-69 Fiscal-Operations Reports, aid of -,.ers were

asked to report the nunbers of students terminating their studies due

to graduation, or for financial- academic, or other reasons. After

eliminaAng those who terminated their studies due to g aduation, we

find 16,466 leaving for financial, academic, or other reasons (Table

4-23) Attrition.due to financial factc.s, 11 per cent for all EOG

recipients, is higher in the private thln the public sector, substan-

tially higher in predominantly black than wh'te institutions, and

lower in Regions 2, 70 and 8 than in the other Federal Regions. The

22 per cent attrition rate due to financial factors at predominantly

black institutions attests to the desperate need for additianal fund-

ing for these schools which are struggling to meet the monetary

require ents of exceptionally low-income student bodies.

Attrition rates for academic reasons, 32 er cent for all

1968-69 EOG recipients, vary widely by institutional type and contro

racial composition, and Federal Region. The more rigorous curriculum

at the private university goes hand in hand with an attrition rate of

38 per cent. SimIlarly, the predominance of more selective institu-

tions on the East Coast probably accounts for the h gh attrition rates

for academic reasons in Regions 1, 2 and 3 Perhaps the exceptionally

poor high school preparation of the Southern black student accounts for

the 42 per cent rate of attrition for academic reasons at predominantly

black institutions.



146

TABLE 4.23

PERCENTAGE OF ALL 1968-69 EOG STUDENTS WHO TERMINATED
THEIR STUDIES FOR FINANCIAL OR ACADEMIC

REASONS BY SELECTED CHARACTERISTICS**
(Fiscal-Operations Data)

Selected
Characteristics

Percentage Endins Studies
For Academic

Reasons

Number
of

Students
For Financial

Reasons

Total

Type of Control

Private university

Public university

Private four-year

Public four-year

7.3%

7.7%

4.7

9.7

8.2

31.7%

38.4%

35.2

31.2

30.7

(24,108)*

(1,149)

(5,626)

(6,421)

(6,089)

Private two-year 10.3 26.4 (9973

Public two-year 5.0 28.1 ( ,826)

Racial Composition

Predominantly white 6.8% 30.8% (22,148)

Predominantly black 13.1 41.6 (1,960)

Federal Region

Region 1 7.0% 40.5% (1,063)

Region 2 5.7 39.9 (2,309)

Region 3 8-0 37.6 (1,842)

Region 4 8.0 33.3 (3,817)

Region 5 7.6 29.0 (5,336)

Region 6 7.2 29.7 (3,457)

Region 7 4.8 31.4 (2,238)

Region 8 6.7 21.0 (1,067)

Region 9 10.6 25.9 (1,820)

Region 10 7.4 27.5 (941)

*The difference between the sum of the two percentages and 100 per cent
represents the rate of attrition for reasons other than financial or
academic factors, e.g., 61.0 per cent for all students, 60.1 per cent
at the public university level, etc.

**n * number of students who terminated studies for any reason.
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It is encouraging that "only" 3 per cent of the 254,000 tu-

dents receiving.E0C J in 1968-69 were victims of attrition for academic

reasons. However, that 3 per cent, It should be noLed, represents

8,000 young people who were exposed to college, may have had vi*-3ns

of climbing the occupational ladder through the rICational process, and

then "failed to make the grade." This should give cause for concern.
13

Our data indicate that EOG students have relatively high

expectations. Virtually all of them plan to complete at least four

years of schooling. It is unlikely that the goals or expectations of

EOG students who failed to reenroll were substantially different from

the goals and expectations of our sample. Inability to continue,

therefo e, may well have resulted in anger, disappointment, and frus-

tration caused by the dashing of raised expectations.

It is imperative therefore that built into the allocation

to each institution and to each suudent be sufficient funds to ensure

both his financial and academic survival in college. Adequate financial

aid without adequate provision for reducing academic handicaps will

still result in high att ition rates and feelings of personal failure.

13
Our data do not permit us to establish who were these vic ims

of attrition. Were they "high risk" students? Had they received
remedial assistance? Why did they fail te reenroll? What are they
doing at present? Have they been helped to find employment? Only a
follow-up study can begin to provide answers to these kinds of ques-
tions. It should also be noted that this 3 per cent attrition rate is
for EOG recipients only. We have no way of knowing how this rate com-
pared for all undergraduates at these institutions.

14
Burton Clark notes that if the chance to achieve (through the

educational process) is considered somewhat available, then non-achiev-
ing is seen as a personal failure rather than as the fault of the
society. See Clark, B. C., Educating the Expert Society, Chandler
Publishing Company, California, 1962, p. 74.
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It should be noted furthermore, that the differntial reten-

tion rates revealed in Table 4.22 have important policy implications.

The size of an EOG allocation is determined in part by retention

expectations. Institutions whose request for renewal funds is computed

on a retention estimate exceeding 60 per cent (two-year) or 65 per cent

(four-year ) are subject to review. Although an upward adjustment is

usually made by a review panel, the school which is aost "successful"

in achieving a high retention rate is also most likely to be penalized

by an inadequate renewal allocation. Transfer from initial year funds

may enable grants to be made to all reen oiling students but this

leaves a deficit for initial year funding commi ments which must some-

how be met from institutional funds.

At the other end of the spectrum is the public two-year insti-

tution with its high att ition rates. The problem of meeting renewal

commitments is not severe. Nor is this problem compounded, as it is

at the four-year or university level, by possibly high transfer rates

to the school. The roblem is first one of providing initial year

grants to the large numbers of entrants requiring financial aid. But

even if all financial needs of entering freshmen could be met, here

still remains the problem of overcoming academic deficiencies and

reducing attrition rates. In a sense, as one administrator wryly put

'the more successful we are in enrolling large numbers of

15
In the next chapter we discuss the financial aid policies

reactices of institutions and note that tm-year schools report that
they lIrequently have to stretch their allocation by awtkrding smaller
grants to larger numbers of students.
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disadvantaged studen_ the more we are doomed to failure through high

attrition rates) .

One answer of course lies in increased -dingfunding suf i-

ciently generous to enable an almost one-to-one remedial tutorial,

counseling relationship with handicapped students. Many schools use

Work-Study students for this purpose but CWS students are *ften in need

of supportive services themselves especially at the two-year institu-

tion. Such programs as Special Services for Disadvantaged Students

have only begun to fill the tremendous needs of these in-titutions.

Increasing funding, however, is not the only answer. Other

recommendations which are suggested by our data will be presented at

the end of the next dhapter after an examination of institutional

policies and practices in the packaging of financial aid for students.

Recruitment, modification of admissions, provision of supportive

services are all activities which are specified as conditions for

institutional participation in the EOG program. They are integral parts

of the effort to bring the benefits of higher education to disadvantaged

high school graduates. The core of the EOG program however, lies in

the provision of financial_ aid to needy students. We turn in the next

Chapter, therefore, to an examination of institutional policies and

practices governing the distribution of EOG funds for students.



CHAPTER FIVE

FINANCIAL AID:

POLICIES, PRACTICES, PACKAGING

Chapter Four described the institutions participatIng in the

EOG program. The oata indicate that many schools have established

special programs for the recruitment of disadvantaged students. Almost

a11 of these schools (97 per cent) report that EOG funds are us d to

provide financial aid to students recruited under these special pro-

grams. An EOG, however, must be matched wIth other sources of aid and

the success of a financial aid program is partially a function of the

skill with which a financial aid i!package" is developed to meet the

special requirements of students in different kinds of institutions

and with differing degrees of need. This chapter, therefore will

describe and analyze the financial aid packages of BOG recipients, and

the packaging policies of institutions participating in the LOG program.

The data to be presented are drawn from the student and institutional

questionnaires as well as from the Fiscal-Operations Reports submitted

by the schools in August 1969 to U.S. Office of Education.

Section I. Financial Aid Po icy and Practice

Do institutions have established practices regarding the packag-

ing of financial aid for an EOG recipient? Are students generally

required to work at a term-time job? To take out a loan. Table 5 1

IA2
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presents data on financial aid policies and practices for all respond-

ing schools, by predominant racial composition and by type and control.

A quick glance at the data reveals wide wriation in policy and prac-

tice among types of institutions.

For example, 35 per cent of the predominantly white but only

20 per.cent of the predominantly black schools indicate that their

1969-70 allocation was sufficient to award initial year grarlts to

every eligible student! Similarly the four-year public school is more

likely to report inadequate funds than are the other _ypes of institu-

tions. A major correlate of the adequacy of the EOG funds is the

proportion of all full-time undergraduates receiving any form -f

financial aid. In schools where less than 25 per cent of the student

body receive financial aid, 42 per cent report that their allocation

was adequate; in those institutions where 60 per cent or more of the

students receive financial aid, only 26 per cent assert that the FOG

allocation was sufficient to cover all applicants.

The key explanation however, or inadequacy of funds is a

very simple one. Every school submits an application for funds for

the following fiscal year. These applications are reviewed by re-
a

gional panels ( f financial aid officers) and specified sums are ap-

proved for each institution. When the time for allocating the

monies arrives, however, the Congressional appropriation is not

sufficient to cover the panel recommendations and the institu-

tions in each state, therefore, receive a specified

1This is not surprising in light of the fact that in

predominantly black colleges, 67% of the student body receive

financial aid.
.163
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percentage of the amount which has been approvea. We divided the fifty

states into five categories, according to the percentage of the panel

approved request that institutions in the state actually received. In

Table 5.2 it can be seen that this varia-le explains much of the varia-

tion in reports as to the adequacy of the EOG allocation.

TABLE 5.2

SUFFICIENCY OF EOG ALLOCATION BY PERCENTAGE
OF PANEL APPROVED AMOUNT STATE

ACTUALLY RECEIVED

Percentage
State (Institutions
Actually Received

Allocation
Sufficient

85% or more 55.6% (322)

80-84 32.0 (231)

75-99 33.0 (415)

70-74 28.1 (302)

Less than 70% 21.8 (330)

In states which were funded at 85 per cent or high_ , 56 per cent of

the institutions reported sufficient funds; in states, however, which

were funded at less than 70 per cent, only 22 per cent reported their

allocation to be sufficient. Unfortunately, to compound the problem,

the schools which most desperately require additional monies are the

lea t favored. One-third of the predomdnantly black institutions,

compared to 21 per cent of the white ones, are funded at less than

70 per cent.. In the 330 institutions im states funded at this low
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rate, the mean percentage receiving financial aid is 42 per cent. In

the 322 schools in states funded at 85 per cent or better, the pe,

centage receiving financial aid is less--37 per cent.

These findings trnders core the extreme Importance of appropri

ating sufficient monies to cover panel approved requests for funds.

A formula which has been calculated to correct inequitable distribu-

tion of funds is obviously not achieving this objective. Rather monies

are being disproportionately channeled to the detriment of those with

the greatest need.

Differences in the adequacy of the allocation are accompanied

by variations in policies as to whom to gi-re preference (or whom to

deny a grant) when the allocation is insufficient to cover all eligible

students. The p_edominantly black school more frequently reports

giving priority to freshmen, to in-state residents, and to students

with higher academic performance. Conversely-, they are less likely

when the money is tight, than predominantly white institutions, to

award EOG's to transfer students or to students with poor academic

performance.

As might be expected, the public institutions, especially the

community colleges give priority to in-state residents when awarding

EOG's. More than three-fourths of all schools favor freshmen, if money

i= tight, but this is particularly true at the university level.

Despite the program directive to not award EOG's on the basis

of academic performance, it appears that when the allocation is

insufficient to cover all eligible applicants, preference is given to
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the better student. This is part cularly true for the two-year insti-

tutions, more than two-fifths of whom give priority to students wi h

better academic performance. At the university level, on the other

hand, financial aid personnel are least likely to use academic criteria

in withholding EOG's.

These differences in the degree to which academic performance

enters into the allocation of scarce resources may stem from several

factors. First, they may be largely due to differences of demand. TWo-

year schools are flwded with applications (for admission and for

financial aid) from students of both lower academic rank and lower

socio-economic status. In Chapter Four it was seen that the poor stu-

dent, both academically and financially, is much more likely to find

his way to the community college than to the university. In fact, when

asked what factors tend to limit recruitirmt efforts, 46 per cent of

the public and 39 per cent of the private two-year schools report that

they have more than enough eligible applicants. Only 13 per cent of

the private and 22 per cent of the public uLiversities report that

recruitment efforts are limited by this factor. Accordingly, it is not

surprising that the tw year schools as well as the predominantly

black institutions, inundated with eligible applicants, must establish

priorities in the awarding of limited EOG monies.

Another factor which may account for the differences in the

extent to which academic criteria enter into the allocation of EOG's

within an institution is probably the differential availability of

alternative sources of student financial aid. Applicants to both

.169



158

private and public universities, with relatively higher t-st scores and

high school grades, are more likely to have state or other scholarships.

(See Table A5.6, Appendix A.) Similarly, the university itself, tends

to have more alternative sources from which to obtain scholarship funds

and can therefore reserve its BOG allocation for the needy applicant

without regard to acade_ic performance. In fact, 74 per cent of the

private unIversitii.s -eport that as part of their program to recruit

disadvantaged students they set aside institutional funds for these

students; only 30 per cent of two-year schools (both public and private)

report this practice.
2

The insufficiency of EOG funds appears then to have differential

implications at different kinds of institutions. The universities can

turn to institutional or state money and can concentrate BOG funds on

the most financially needy applicants. The two-year schools however,

with more eligible applicants than can be accommodated by their EOG

allocation are forcad to establish priorities. One such priority is

superior academic performance. A second is a 'first come, first

served" basis of determining the distribution of awards.
3

Both of these priori ies--better academic performance and

earlier application for aid
4 -have implications for the stated goals of

2Public institutions do not have the same control over the dis-

tribution of funds received from the state or locality. It is not

surprising therefore that they less frequently set aside institutional

ds (See Table 4.62 Chapter Four.)

3This response option was not included in the questionnaire;

it was presented, however, by many respon.3nts as an, "other" priority

in the allocation of grants.

4
The two are related since th- student with better grades and

test scores is also more likely to be an earlier applicant.
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the EOG program, since they penalize the student of lower socio-

economic status, as well as the minority student. In Chapter Three it

was found that low inco e and minority students rank lower in the high

chool class, have lower SAT and ACT scores, decide later to attend

college, and more frequently find out that they are eligible for

financial aid only after completing high school or entering college.

If the goal of the program is to ensure that EOG funds are targeted to

students of exceptional financial need, without regard for academic

criteria, then it becomes necessary to allocate sufficient funds to

meet the needs of institutions with particularly high proportions of

eligible students. Otherwise, It is only natural that schools estab-

lish priorities in the allocation of scarce resources with the indirect

result of penalizing the most disadvantaged students.

Finally it should be noted that one out of seven schools

generally withholds EOG's from transfer students. As our conversations

with financial aid personnel confirm this does not stem from malice

but rather from commitments to the students already enrolled. It is of

more than academic interest, however, since this restriction occurs at

the four-year institution--the next step in the academic progress of

many EOG students from the community colleges. Several financial aid

officers mentioned that insufficient account is taken, in the alloca-

tion formula , of increasing t ansfer rates. That the transfer student

is penalized is evidenced by the fact that such students comprise only

6 per cent of the student population at institutions which generally do

not award EOG's to transfers, compared to 12 per cent at other schools.
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The majority of schools report that their 1969-70 allocation

was inadequate. This is espe !ally true of four-year public institu-

tions (11 per cent of which are predominantly black schools). Surpris-

ingly, only 28 per cent of the schools report that they frequently

stretch their allocation 5.11 order to give LW's to more students,

although 37 per cent would pfer to see smaller grants going to

greater numbers of students. As migh_ be expected, the public insti-

tutions, particula-ly two-year community colleges, most frequently opt

for giving less money to more sthdents; the private university, on the

other hand, with t, higher tuition and fees, would prefer to award

larger suns of money to fewer students. Accordingly 40 p-r cent of the

public two-year schools, compared to only 10 per cent of the private

universities actually do stretch their allocation in order to give

grants to more students.

Increasingly, private institutions have been expressing concern

about the weakness of their position vis-a-vis the public sector. Here

can be seen an example of their predicament. The public institution

with low costs is able to reduce the size of grants and stretch an

allocation to cover more students. In the private sector this is more

difficult. High costs mean not only larger EOG's but also larger

amounts of matching funds which must somehow be raised through insti-

tutional efforts.

These w de variations in reported preferences as to the size of

an EOG award are reflected in the mean size of the LOG's in different

types of schools. As item 7 in Table 5.1 indicates, the mean size of

17 2



161

an EOG award in a private universIty (which seldom st etches its allo-

cation to cover more students is $703--almost $300 more than in public

two-year institutions. SiAilarly, that the mean EOG in predominantly

black schools is $492, compared to $570 in predominantly white institu-

tions, may also be related to the former's practice of stretching

their allocation to cover more students. (See items S and 8 in Table

5.1.) That predominantly black schools frequently stretch their allo-

cation to provide EOG's for more students Is not surprising in light of

the fact that the mean percentage of students receiving financial aid

in these schools is 66 per cent (compared to 37 per cent of students

in predominantly white schools), These schools, with predominantly

black student bodies are obviously struggling to meet the needs of the

large ,toportions of students requiring financial aid.

The serious plight of he predominantly b'lack collge w

recently noted in a Carnegie Commission report which stressed the need

for a 'dramatic increase" in financial support, especially at the

federal level. The Commission proposed a tripling of federal support

in the form of institutional grants constructIon loans, and direct

student grants and loans.
S In Appendix A we present data which further

attest to the unique financial difficulties faced by predominantly

black colleges.

The extent to which individual grants are reduced in order to

cover more students is a function of several facto s. As Table 5.3

Indicàts, the limitation of the size of awards is more frequent in

5The Chronicle of Hi her Educa ion, Vol. V No. 20, February

1971.

173



162

schools where tuition and roo nd-board fees are lower. In fact, more

than 30 p r cent of the schools which often limit awards, compared to

onAi one-fifth of those which never do, have no on-campus residence

facilities. Surprisingly, neIther the proportion of all undergraduates

receiving fin-_cial aid nor the proportion that EOG students const

tute of the entire student body, is related to the frequency of

tretching allocations.

The relativity of the word "larger" (nuMber of students over

whom an allocation is stretched) may be seen by the fact that the

actic' is more common in the small- than in the large-program school.

In other words, the small-program sdhool stretches its EOG allocation

to cover an average of 40 students; the large-program school awards an

ave age of 400 EOG's without limiting the size of individual awards.

Interestingly, the policy of limiting the size of an EOG in

order to cover more students is unrelated to the student s report of

the adequacy of his financial aid. Those receiving less financial aid

and smaller EOG's report their additional requirements as somewhat less

than studelits who receive larger financial aid packages. In other

words the practice of limiting the size of LOG's in order to stretch

the total allocation over a larger nuMber of students is not necessar-

ily detrimental to the students' requirements. It merely underscores

the need for permitting flexibility at the institutional level so that

financial aid personnel can distribute their allo =tion with maximum

effectiveness. In our conversations with financial aid officers, they

express conce-- that the new application form whiCh requires the
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documenting of future needs with increasing precision will detract

from their freedom to exercise flexibility in the diLtribution of EOG's.

TABLE S

SELECTED CORRELATES OF INSTITUTIONAL
PRACTICE OF LIMITING SIZE OF EOG'S

TO COVER MORE STUDENTS

Item
School Limits Size of EOG's

Often Occasigielliy_AlmL

Mean tuition and fees $ 712 $ 968 $1075

(444) (701) (427)

2. Mean room and board $ 863 $ 927 $ 955

(307) ( 65) (342)

Mean percentage receiving 37.1% 39 t% 38.5%

financial aid (444) (6(T) (418)

4. Percentage that LOG students
constitute of total enrollment (452) (705) (426)

Less than 3 31.9% 40.7 27.4

11% or more 29.1 47.9 23.0

Size of EOG program

Small (1,004) 30.9% 45.1% 24.0

Medium (405) 24.7% 44.4% 30.9%

Large (194) 24.2% 42.8% 33.0%

6. Mean LOG $493 $563 $620
(2,670) (3,976) ( 036)

Mean total financial aid $1056 $1236 $1333
(2,084) (3,021) (2,365)

An LOG may constitute no more than SO per cent of a student

financial aid package. Outlined in the LOG Manual are the various

sources of financial aid with whiclin ay be matched. Most schools
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report that financial aid is generally peckaged for students according

to established procedures although this is somewhat less true of the

private university and four-year college than of the public institu-

tions. About half of the schools participating in the LOG program

require that BOG students take a loan- sim_ arly about half require

that LOG recipients work at a term-time job. Two-year institutions,

both public and private, are less likely to require loans but more

likely to .equire that students work to supplement their EOG.6

Tables 5.4 and S 5 present data on the kinds of financial aid

received by students in different kinds of institutioas. The data

indicate that the policies reported (in Table 5.1) are translated /nto

corresponding packaging practices. BOG's are matched with wo.k-study

-mployment most frequently at the public community college, least often

at the private university. At the latter, an NOSL is likely to accom-

pany the student's EOG. Similarly, the NOSL is least likely to be part

of the student s financial aid package at the two-year public insti-

tution,

6
Correspondingly, the two-year schools, especially the private

ones, are less likely to lighten term-time job requirements for LOG stu-
dents. (Section II, Appendix B.) They are more likely, however, to
reduce a student's course load.
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TABLE 5.4

THE PACKAGING OF FINANCIAL AID FOR STUDENTS BY
RACIAL COMPOSITION OF STUDENT BODYa

Percentage of EOG
Students with:

FAO Sample
(10,163)

Racial Composition of Schoo
Predominantly

White
(9,183)

Predominantly
Black
(980

1. CWS and NMI,
b

21.1% 20.7% 24.30

2. CWS, not NDSL 19.3 18.6 25.8

NDSL, not CWS 39.2 39.7 34.4

4. Neither CWS nor NDSL 20.5 21.0 15.5

Guaranteed loan 10.7 11.6 2.3

State scholarship 16.9 18.4 2.7

Other scholarship 2-1.1 25.0 15.6

a
See Appendix A, Table A.5.4 for packaging practices of

schools in different regions and with different sizes o EOG programs.

b
A printer's error resulted in the omission of the category

"MDSL" on the Student Data Form which was completed by financial aid

officers. The latter almost unanimously used the category "other
loan" to note that students held an NDSL. Sixty-six per cent of the
student sample, compared to 60 per cent of the FAO sample hold an
NDSL. Cross-tabulation of the two samples shows an agreement rate of
81%, compared to a rate of 85 per cent agreement on CWS as a source
of financial aid. Substituting the student's for the ENO's response
in Table 5.4 results in no substantial difference in the findings,
therefore we assume with confidence that the FAO response, regarding
the student's NDSL, is reliable. (See Tables A5.7 and A5.8,

Appendix A.)



TABLE 5.5

TRE PACKAGING OF FINANCIAL AID BY
INSTITUTIONAL TYPE AND CONTROL
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Percentage of
Students with:

Public
Univ

2 543)

Priv
Univ
(627)

Pub Priv
4 4

2,990)_12222EI

Pub
2

(829)

Priv
2

(120)

1. CWS and NDSL 15 5 1/.9 24.2 23.5 18.5 27.2

CWS, not NDSL 12.8 9.1 18.4 19 8 46.2 25.5

NDSL, not CWS 48.4 47.7 44.2 31.1 20.0 21.3

Naither CWS nor NDSL 23.2 25.4 13.1 25.6 L5 3 26.0

5. Guaranteed loan 9 5 12.0 6.4 15.5 12.3 12.3

6 State scholarship 21.0 51.4 11.7 37.1 12.8 19.1

7 ther scholarship 24.0 37.0 21.8 24.3 14.8 20.0

Financial aid policies and practices obviously vary widely from

one type of institution to another. The data confirm that financial

aid personnel have adapted their procedures and practices both to the

unique needs of their students as well as to the availability of

alternative sources of matching funds for EOG awards.

The differences in packaging policy and practice that have been

noted are hardly academic. For a financial aid package is received by

a student, and the composition of the student's package has long range

implications. A student whose package contains an NDSL faces the

realization that a portion of his future income is already earmarked

for repayment of his loan. A student whose package includes a CWS

allocation requiring that he devote a maximum of fi teen hours a week
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to a job must budget his time accordingly.7

A great deal of discussion has centered about the extent to

which loans vis-a-vis grants should comprise the major source of a

student s financial a d. Loans have been both extolled and denounced

as an effective means of enabling a needy stude 1-o obtain the bene-

fits of higher education. Michael Clurman sugges s, for example, that

giving students sufficient money through government-subsidized loans

will enable them to select a college regardless of tuition and will

force colleges to improve their quality in order to compete for

students.
8

Hanford and Nelson wonder, on the other hand, whether loans are

an effective way of equalizing educational opportunity. They note that

. even amateurs . recognize that a debt particularly with

nothing to show for it like a car or a house or a pair of shoes, can

be anathema to someone for whom money has always been scarce.'9 They

argue that the lower-middle class student, in pa ticular, will suffer

from an increased emphasis on loans, since the wealthier student can

finance higher education without a 1 an and the really poor student

will receive his assistance throuh grants and waivers. Furthermore,

7Within the next several months, data will be available on
students' attitudes toward their College Work-Study jobs, and on the

problems and benefits they report as a result of participating in the

CWS program.

8Clurman, Michael, "How Shall We Finance Higher Education?"
e Public Interest Number 19, Spring 19700 pp. 98 110.

9Hanford, G. H. and Nelson, 3. E., "Federal Student Loan
Plans: The Dangers are Real," College Board Review, Number 75

Apring 19700 p. 18.
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they claim that colleges and graduate schools will bo populated pri-

marily with students who are willinto take a financial_ risks students

who will shy away from the less lucrative, but perhaps more socially

fruitful occupations (suCh as social work) in order to pay the large

debts incurred for their education.1°

Most of all, Hanford and Nelson decry the lack of adequate data

relating student financial aid sources and attitudes with family

income.
11 The data we have collected, from both students and institu-

tions, enable us to provide tentative answers to some of the questions

raised by both sides in the battle over the effectiveness of the loan

as a means of financing higher education for needy students.

Section II Student Attitudes toward Fin cial Aid

In this section we present data on student attitudes toward

grants, loans, and work as a means of paying for college and on the

characteristics of students with different financial aid packages.

Table 5.6 provides mple evidence of the lack of consensus

among LOG students about all three sources of financial aid. White

students for example, in every income category tend to take a more

elitist attitude toward grants than do blacks. Whites, less frequently

than blacks think that grants should be awarded to any needy student

regardless of high academic promise.

1 Ibid., pp. 18-19.

llIbid. p. 21.
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TABLE 5 6

STUDENT ATTITUDES TOWARD KINDS OF FINANCIAL AID
BY SELECTED STUDENT CHARACTERISTICS

Selected
Student

Characteristics

Percentage of EOG Students Agreeing That:

Grants should
be awarded to
any student
who wants to,
but cannot
afford to go
to college__ 1

Working at
a job during
the ,sChool

year should
be avoided
if at all
-ossible

Borrowing
money to pay
for college
should only
be done as a
last resort

Race and family income

Less than $3000

White 63.6% 77.0% 49.4%

(1,092) (1,078) (1,084)

Black 77.4% 83.5% 40.3%

(517) (491) (496)

$3000-5999

White 62.8% 79.4% 49.3%

(2,345) (2,295) (2,331)

Black 79.4% .85.0% 52.5%

(683) (660) (657)

$6000-7499

White 63.9% 79.5% 51.7%
(976) (956) (975)

Black 78.5% 93.1% 54.6%

(177) (173) (174)

$7500-8999

White 65.8_ 78.5% 51.3%

(523) (516) (522)

Black 82.5% 90.7% 58.6%

(57) (54) (58)

$9000 or more

White 62.0% 79.4% 55.5%
(334) (330) (328)

Black 80.0% 88.1% 61.4%
(45) (42) (44)
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TABLE 3.6--Continued

Selected
Student

Characteristics

Percentage of EOG Students Agreeing That:

Grants should
be awarded to
any student
who wants to,
but cannot
afford to go
to colle,e

Working at
a job during
the school
year should
be avoided
if at all
ossible

Borrowing
money to pay
for college
should only
be done as a
last resort

2. Student residence
during high school

Farm or ranch 64.4% 76.0% 41.8%

(1,891) (1,854) (1,868)

Large ci 72.7% 86.1% 58.9%

(1,596) (1,556) (1,570)

Current sources of
financial aid

College Work-Study

Yes 69.7% 73.7% 51.1%

(3,182) (3,033) (3,137)

64.9% 85.1% 40.4%

(4,750) (4,662) (4,692)

Other employment

Yes 68.9% 76.31 57.0%

(684) (667) (684)

No 66.6% 81.0% 49.5%

(7,248) (7,078) (7,145)

NDSL

Yes 67.7% 81.1% 45.0%

(4,708) (4,715) (4,757)

65.6% 79.8% 58.1%

(3,024) (3,030) (3,072)

Guaranteed loan

Yes 68.2% 79.9% 50.2%

(840) (822) (838)

No 66.7% 80.6% 50.1%

(7,072) (6,923) (6,991)

Other scholarship

Yes 59.3% 80.7% 60.2%

(1,985) (1,947) (1,972)

No 69.3% 80.5% 46.7%
(5,947) (5,798) (5,857)
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attitude toward work also appears to be more a function of

race than of income. In every income category, more black than white

students feel that working to meet one's college expenses should be

avoided if at all possible. On the average, almost 90 per cent of the

black students, compared to 80 per cent of white students, agree that

work should bi! avoided.

The attitude toward borrowing as a means of financing higher

education appears to be a function of both income and race. Over half

of both black and white students agree that borrowing to pay for college

should be a last resort. For both races the higher one ascends the income

scale, the more negative the attitude toward borro ing. This relation-

ship, however, is more pronounced for black than for white students.

The student who comes from the farm or small town seems to be

more "Protestant Ethic" oriented than the studem stemming from the

metropolis. The former is more ready to restrict grants to needy

students with promise, to consider that it is better to work than to

accept a grant, and to espouse loans as a good way to pay for college.

Generally, the variables which enter into the determination of

a student financial aid package are factors sueh as the size of EOG,

CWS, NDSL allocations (if these programs exist at the institution)- the

nutber of applicants for aid, the extent of institutional fUnds, state

scholarship and other monies with which to mateh EOG's, and othca% sueh

financial factors. The attitudes of students toward various forms of

financial aid rarely enter into the equation when the financial al

officer designs a package.
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Since 80 per cent of the students feel that work should be

avoided if possible, and SO per cent feel that loans should constitute

a last resort might seem that great discontent would exist

among the LOG students, 40 per cent of whom hold Work-Study jobs and

over 60 per cent of whom have National Defense loans. Interestingly,

however, the student's attitude toward work or borrowing seems to be

more positive when he is enrolled in the Work-Study or NDSL programs,

more negative when he is not. Perhaps the fear of working or borrowing

is reduced once the student actually holds a term-tine job or takes out

a loan. While 58 per cent of those who do not have an NDSL agree that

borrowing should be a last resort, 45 per cent of the students who do

have a Defense loan agree with this statement. Similarly, 10 per cent

fewer of the students holding Work-Study jobs than of those not in the

Work-Study program feel that working during the school term should be

avoided if at all possible.

That negative attitudes toward loans and work are greater among

those who do not hold loans or jobs may be a result of self-selection

for the var ous programs. Some financial aid officers indicated that

1f a student evidences strong feelings about borrowing or working they

make every attempt to match his LOG with other sources of aid.
12

Obviously, however, this Is not always feasible and it should be noted

that in our sample of LOG students there are almost 2,400 students who

hold work-study jobs but feel that work should be avoided; there are

1
2Some institutiOns include in their financial aid application

form a question about the student's willingness to take a loan or to

hold term-time employment.
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2,000 students holding NDSL's who think that borrowing should be a last

resort. If these feelings are salient, it is possible that there are

large numbers of students on college campuses who are unhappy about

their financial aid packeges and that this unhappiness affects their

overall satisfaction with college. Table 5.7 explores this question

and the data seem to support the thesis that dissatisfaction with one's

financial aio package and general diss,ciifaction with college a e

related.

The 1 west rate of general satisfaction in every instance is

for the student who holds a College Work-Study job or an NDSL but is

opposed to working or borrowing. In every inst- ce, also, the ratos

of satisfaction are h gher when a student's source of financial aid is

congruent with his attitude toward that source as a means of financing

college. This seems to be particularly true for black students when

is a matter of loans, for white students when it is a matter of work.

rn general, regaAless of their attitudes, blatk students without CWS

jobs or NDSL's are somewhat more satisfied with college generally;

among white students holding or not holding a CWS job or an NDSL

appears to be unrelated to general satisfaction with college.
13

Although the figures are not presented here, attitude toward

work is related to student satisfaction in the same manner whether the

student holds a CWS job or works at other term-time employment. The

relationshiki of a student's attitude toward loans and his general

13
It should be noted, parenthetically, hat the white student,

regardless of the source of or attitude toward financial aid is almost
twice as likely to report high satisfaction with college.
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TABLE 5.7

PERCENTAGE OF L-UDENTS VERY SATISFIED WITH COLLEGE
BY ATTITUDE TOWARD WORK AND LOANS AND BY
WHETHER STUDENT WORKS OR HAS A LOAN

Black Students

No

Work Should be Avoided

Yes % Difference

Holds CWS Job

- -...

No 38.9% (95) 32.8% (6'3) +6.1

Yes 32.2% (115) 28.6% (6C9) .6

% Difference +6.7 +4.2

White Studer.

No 58.3% (516) 53.0% (2,748) +5.3

Yes 59.5 (618) 51.0% (1,432) +8.5

% Dif nce -1.2 +2.0

Black Students

Has NDSL BorrowIng Should be a Last Resort

No Yes Difference

No 39.1% (274) 30.0% (327) +9.1

Yes 35.6% (494) 24.8% (403) +10.8

% Difference +3.5 +5.2

White Students

Has NDSL

No 51.5% (822) 51.5% (12199) 0.0

Yes 57.7% 1-855) 51.8% (1,509) +5-9

% Difference -5.2 -0 3
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satisfaction, however, is unrelated to whether he holds a guaranteed

loan.

In sum, attitldes toward grants, work, and loans differ by

race, by income, by where the student grew up, and by whether the stu-

dent actually does work or ho ds a loan. The data also suggeSt that

dissatisfaction with the form in which a fin-cial aid is packaged

may be diffused int_ general dissatisfaction w th the college.

It is possible, of course, that the dissatisfaction with col-

lege of students may stem from many other factors than their financial

aid packages. An investigation into the various components of student

satisfaction would be peripheral to the objectives of this report.

However, even if the relationships in Table 5.7 proved to be spurious

the raw data tell us that there are large numbers of students working

who feel that employment during the school year should be avoided and

large numbers with lo::s who feel that borrowing should be a last

resort.

We do not suggest the elimination of these forms of financial

aid. Greater awareness on the part of administrators, however, of the

fears and co cerns of students on these matters is called for, as is

closer collaboration bet een student and aid officer in the designing

of a s udent's financial aid package.

The question of who receives various forns of financial aid (in

addition to the EOG) still remains to be answered.

Briefly, Table 5.8 shows that EOG's art. more frequently packaged

with Work-Study for black students, especially those at the lowest
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TABLE 5.8

SOURCE OF FEDERAL FINANCIAL AID BY
CHARACTERISTICS OF EOG STUDENTS

Student
Characteristics

Race and family income

Under $3000

Blac

White

$3000-5999

Black

White

$6000-7499

Black

White

$7500-8999

Black

White

$9000 or more

Black

White

Meau additional aid
needed to meet expenses

Mean total financial
aid

Source of Federa

CWS
and
NDSL

CWS
not
NDSL

nancial Aid
Neither
CWS nor
NDSL

EOG only

NDSL
not
CWS
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Tbtal

25.8-0 24.8%

24.5 19.3

25.0 22.9

21.4 18.3

22.0 24.8

20.3 16.7

19.8 19 8

17.5 16.1

15.6 18.8

17.6 17.4

$410 $412
(656) (589)

$1181 $11861'
(1,655 ) (1,457)

34.01, 15.

40.8 15.3

35.2

40.8

16.8

19.5

32.3 I 20.9

42.1 209

42.6 I 17.8

44.4 I 22.0

(770)

349)

(1,022)

(2,315)

(282)

( ,127)

(101)

(622)

37.5 28.1 (64)

43.5 21.5 (391)

$430 $432 $421
14202) (674) ( ,121)

12003) 11579) ;$1218)
3,093) 1 549) (7,754)



TABLE 5.8--Continued

Student
Characteristics

177

4. Mean EOG

Transfer student

Yes

No

Type of grant

Initial year

3rd year renewal

M an fz-aily income

8. Student has other
scholarship

Yes

No

9. Student has guaran-
teed loan

Yes

No

10. Student has state
scholarship

Yes

Sourc of Federal Financial Aid,

CWS
and
NDSL

$608
(2,132

CWS
not
NDSL

$52/
1,949)

NDSL
not
CWS

557
,974_

Neither
CWS nor
NDSL

EOG only

$558
(2,011)

Tot- 1_

$562
(10,066)

22.7% 16.7% 44.1% I 16.4% ( 149)

21.0 19 4
1

38.9
I

20.7
I

(8,620)

20.1 21.9 36 9 21.1 (4,345)

18.5 14.0 46.1 21.4 ,(q63)

$4572 $4628 $4875 $4933 $4775
(2,009 ) (1,827) (3,760) (1,863) (9,459)

11.4% 19.0% 32.2% 31.4% (2,447)

22.2% 19.4% 41.4% 17.0% (7,719)
ft

7.3% 28.9% 18.8% 45.1% (1,092)

22.7% 18.1% 41.7%
I

17.5% (9,074)

12.1% 19.1% 32.1% 36.7% (1,719)

No 22.9 19.3% 40.7% 17.2% (8,447)
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income level, for students with guaranteed loans, and for initial year

(freshwen ) students. An NDSL is more likely to be part of the finan-

cial aid package of transfer students, of students at the highest

income level, of third year renewal students (seniors) and appears more

frequently as a component of the package for white students. The

ent re package (EGG, CWS, NDSL) is most commonly received by black,

low-income students, while students with other forms of financial aid

(guaranteed loans, s ate scholarships, other scholarships) most com-

monly receive an EOG without either CWS or NDSL. As might be expected,

the total amount of financial aid as well as the size of the EOG is

greatest for students with the full package.

Further documentation of institutional packaging practices is

forded by the Fiscal-Operations data collected in 1969. These data

report on all students in institutions participating in one or more of

the three major federally funded programs. They indicate, as can be

seen in Table 5.9 that EOG's are being dhanneled to the minority stu-__
dents, particularly those who are black.

More than 20 per cent fewer blacks than white students receive

no LOG; on the contrary, almost twice the proportion of black as of

white students have been provided with LOG, NDSL, and CWS--that is

with the complete federally funded financial package.

1 0
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TABLE

PACKAGING OF FEDERAL FINANCIAL AID BY RACE
(Fiscal-Operations Data 1969)

Student's
Race

Source of Federal Financial Aid

TotalDOG
only

CWS
and
EOG

NDSL
and
EGG

All
Three

S and
NDSL

no LOG

Black 12.5% 7.4% 18.0% 13.1% 49.0% (115,026)

erican Indian 10.0 8.7 15.1 7.6 58.7 (2,669)

iental-American 11.2 5.4 14.0 6.4 63.0 (6,576)

Spanish-surnamed
American 14.8 6.3 15.5 9 1 54.3 (28,900)

White 5 9 3.2 14.3 7 3 69.3 (588,772)

The data presented in this Chapter may be summarized as ollows:

(1) Institutions differ substantially when it comes to policies regard-

ing the pack ng of financial aid to -tudents.

These differences are translated into concrete packing practices:

Policies and practices appear to be a function of

(a) characteristics of students receiving financial aid

(b) availability of alternative sources-of financial aid (endow-

owntsp state support) to se: -e as matching fund- for EOG's.

(4) Student attitudes toward grants, work and loans are related both

to their actual financial aid package and to their family income

and ethnic background. Lack of congruence between attitude and

actual package may cause a diffuse dissatisfaction with college.
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(5) Fiscal erati-ns data indicate that student financial aid person-

nel are foc --ing EOG's on minority students; a higher proportion

of white than black students receivA no_EOG. Mice the proportion

of black as white students who are aided under the three major

federally funded progra s) receive the complete financial aid

package: EOG, CWS, and NOSL.



CHAPTER SIX

THE SITE VISITS

Section Program Cont xts

Section I of this chapter sketches the conc_ete0 varied con-

texts in which EOG funds reach low income and mino- ty students. Th__

summary is based on Site Visit Reports prepared by five mekiers of the

research staff following their interviews with over 100 college admin-

istrators and students on twenty campuses across the nation. inter-

views -ere typically held with the financial aid officer, academic

dean, special trogram personnel, and several studmts.

Growth. Nearly every institution displays visible evide ce of

moderate to tremendous growth. It is not uncommon to see buildings

less than ten years old which are already full to bursting, with sub-

divided offices, and which are adjoined by p -fabricated or other

temporary structures crowding the available spaces among permanent

buildings. Parking is often a formidable problem. The design of the

entire campus as it existed not many years before can be detected some-

times, like the medieval quarters of a European city, in one corner of

a campus full of new buildings in different architectural styles.

Often one building bears anachronistically. ,a title like "Administra-

tion, whereas administrative functions are dispersed among a half

dozen buildings.
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Enrollment figures for 17 of the 20 institutions indicate that

average enrollment has increased from about 3,500 to about 5,500

be, een 1958 and 1966. The three re aining institutioTs opened their

doors for the first time after 1958, documenting the 6rowth of

college enrollment in a cliff( %MI fashion. The newest college visited

is three years old. Its physical plant consists of two prefahT.icated

buildings, y t its enrollment is already 3,000 and it plans to open

facilities on two campuses at n posite ends of the ci y it serves.

Figures are available for black enrollment at 16 of the 20

institutions for the briefer interval from fall 1968 to fall 1970.

During these tdo years, average total enrollment declined from about

5,900 to 5,700, while average black enrollment in the same eriod

in Teased from about 550 to 640. (rhe decline in total nrollment

is accounted for by the loss of 5,000 students 3ne institution.)

Increased Co. lexlty and Diversi y. Respondents on the 20

campuses reported the emergence of new administrative functions pe

formed by offices such as: institutional development, research and

evaluation, financial aid special education, developmental skills and

curriculum development and plaming. They noted shifts from narrow to

American Council nf Education, American Colleges and Univer-
sities, 8th and 10th editions.

**They are Miami Dade Junior College, 1960; Mt. St. Mary College
(Newburg, N.Y.), 1960; and Community College of Denver, 1968.

***Data were unavailable for Bacone College, Commun ty College of
Denver, and Mt. St. Mary College for fall 19, and were unavailable
from Temple University for fall 1970. Source: Chronicle of Higher
Education, Vol. III, No. 16 and Vol. V. No. 25.
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broadened educational objectives and statuss from teachers' education

to liberal arts and sciences, frov t o-year to four-year, from four-

year to university, from exclusively male or female to co-educational

enrollment.

The colleges visited unanimously reported attempts to broaden

the racial composition of their student bodies. Fc_ example, a state-

upported institution describing its locale as a "lily-white retireMent

community' has undertaken in a three-year period to bring in hundreds

of black students, including many from ghetto areas in a nearby urban

center. A previously all Negro institution has purchased spot adver-

tisements on local radio stations, announcing its accessibility to

white students in the community. -Other advertisem-nts report black

enrollment at a nearby uuiversity, where attitudes were reported pr-

viously to have been hostile to blacks. An "Indian college" vigorously

disputes the appropriateness of the term "Indian." This school has

started in a small way to recruit black students from out of state, and

is mor3 vigorously recruiting white commuter students. Land has been

sold to the town to form a site for a new high school to be built near

the campus further advertising the college to white students.

In each of these settins college officials are stressing the

educational value of communication among races and ethnic groups,

mutual understanding, and benefits to the institution arising from

plural intellectual goals based upon differing talents of students.

Where the majority is white, administrators foresee that it will also

benefit from the advent of non-whites; benefits flow in both directions.
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In principle if not always in practice, _he "melti g pot," embedded iu

the history of public secondary schOols, seems now firmly established

7.n the nation's colleges and universities whether public or private.

The Invisible Poverty Student. If black, Spanish-American, and

Indian students appear to receive official welcomes from college

administrators, this is not now the case for the poverty student.

.41de--eri!._2_1, the student from a 1 -incalre

family does not occupy an officially-spclsored niche in college. Only

one college visited, locate: in a barren rural area,where unemployment

has recently become more severe, has witnessed the establishment of a

"Poor White" student organization. Black, Indian, and Chicano students

on this campus had earlier formed their own organizations. The salient

identities of many recently organized programs for "disadv_ taged"

students evident1y arise from the fact that many of the disadvantaged

are also from minority group backgrounds, -ather than from the fact

that all participants fall into low income categories.

In many colleges robust ethnic ide-tities are being fostered,

sometimes with notable support from the community and mass media, while

the economi_, classification "low income" is pushed to the side and is

not the focus of organizational efforts. Ethnicity and race are highly

visible attributes of students which are correlated with low income,

and in some circumstances they tend to "steal the show" from t.

?overty criterion fornally identifYing programs for the disadvantaged.

Specific patterns -f ethnic or racial cooptation will be discussed

below.
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Section II: Pro ram Administration

Alth ugh v,rtually all colleges bear the marks of growth,

increasing complexity, diversifying student enrollments, and broadening

curricular and educational goals, these have been channeled into pat-

terns with distinctive administrative consequences.

Size and Administrative Roles. Probably th

dimension distiluishing colleges

single overarching

size. Size has manifold c Ise-

quences upon both the formal_ administrative structure of the institu-

tions and upon the interactions and the gen al "eel" of the college

environment. With increasin7 size, researchers met progressively

complex, formalized channels within the admin strative structures of

institutions. For example, the financial aid officer of one small

institution (enrollment about 700) also manages night-time athletic

events, teaches a commercial aviation course, is responsible for rela-

tions with the federal government, recruits students to the college,

and actively counsels many students. These are his roles at the

moment, but his roles change with the fluctuating availability of other

talents among the teacher-administrators at the college. Even the

president of this small college, and certainly the academic dean, feel

the need to teach at least one course. Administrative duties are

parceled out on a "catch as catch =an" basis; often the only mandate

for office is a conversation with the president.

Administrators in the small college are over-burdened. There

evidence of cluminess and ineffectiveness due to attempts by

harassed and untrained st ff to direct multip e efforts. The pa- -time
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administrator of over-lapping state and Federal programs has neith

time nor sophistication to master beaucratic intricacies and periodic

shifts in policy and permissible practice. Furthermore, his sheltered

career in a small institution makes him overly hesit -t and ti id

about trying even those approaches about which he has been infomed.

One administrator, whose career began as a teacher of business arith-

metic, reports that he at first believed that since some students were

receiving support from one_state financial aid program, they -ere

ineligible for "incentive' awards from another. Strictures in program

manuals regarding responsibility for the management,of public funds

take on a foreboding cast. One timid administrator remarked that he

sometimes expezt.: to spend his -retirement" in prison once govern_ent

auditors find their way to his school.

Advancing from the small college to the college of moderate

size involves more formal office procedures and graded levels of per-

sonnel. The financial aid administrator reports to the administrative

vice president. The aid administrator directs a staff which includes

an assistant director and two or three counselor-interviewers, as well

as clerks. Someti es there is a small fi ld sta f, which recruIts

students in conjunction with the aftissions office. The financial aid

administrator in the moderate size institution continues to see some

students himself, especially since he remembers that a few years before

the financial aid office had been a "one man show," and because his own

background may well be in teaching, counseling, or student personnel.

Yet,if he continues to see students this aspect of his job begins to
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take on a purely symbolic significance. He "point= with prid-" to

fact that he still sees students, just as the academic dean or other

administrators often still teach a class or two. The mcderate size

college is somewhat uncomfortable with purely bureaucratic roles; to

be counted of and not merely in the college, it _s best to retain

academic, or at least counseling, credentials.

The financial aid officer in the moderate size institution may

also have multiple administrative duties, though these will be closely

related to financial matters, or student admissions. He must narrow

his activities because, after all, he administers a budget which may

readh a half m- Ilion dollars. The fini=cial aid officer often commits

his institution in the spring to support an unknown number of students

who have been offered adxnision and who will in turn accept the invita-

tion (and the proffered aid) in April or May. The financial aid

officer_ however, does not know how many and how needy the students who

finally enroll in the college will be, and he must also proffer aid

befbre knowing the amount of Congressional (and often, state) appropri-

ations. In addition, programs for disadvantaged students at an insti-

tution may require that particip eive support above and beyond

established levels of aid. Sometimes the aid administrator views with

a jaundiced eye the "coddling" of speial program students who receive

large aid packages while academically more promising students go th

out support. Then too, special programs in colleges also show pro-

pensities for last-minute funding in the spring, recruitment hasty

planning in the summer, and brave beginnings in the fall.
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In the large institution, the finpncial aid officer has been

thoroughly won to the bureaucratic cause. He seldom deals wi h stu

dents; his daily round keeps him entirely within administrative ranks.

Here, the financial aid officer stresses his fiscal responsibilities,

the size of the budget which his office admInIstrs, his professional

roles, and his contacts at state, regional and national levels. Often,

the large instAution administrator oversees the operations of several

branch financial aid offices at dispersed campuses within a university

or state college system. Some programs of moderate size are still

operated "by hand" (a sirlle register contains student:-' names, class

rank, family income, estimated need, and financial aid package), but

the large program administrator relies on maChine technology usually

operated in a fatility outside his own department.'

Public vs. Private Control d Rece tion of EOG. Private

college administrators are more concerned than their colleagues in the

public sector about the rising costs of education and about their

worsening competitive position las- vis high quality public insti u-

tions. Even elite private colleges with large endowments report

increasing cdections among middle and upper-middle class families, who

no longer believe that their children's enrollment in the best private

colleges gives them a significant advantage over enrollment in the best

public colleges. These administrators are unsympathetic to the needs

analysis tables developed by the College Scholarship ;ervice. They

feel that the "equal sacrifice" principle is clearly violated in the

case of the family whose income of $15,000 to $30,000 is inadequate to
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support two children in private colleges, or one ch ld in college and

one in a private secondary school.

The administrators in the private colleges are also acutely

aware of what one termed the "hidden costs" of EOG participation. The

college with a 90 per cent or better retention rate often defends its

Renewal Year awards from cuts down to the expected retention rate of

65 per cent. The elite private institutions lead many other institu-

tions in undertaking a firm commitment to see Chat no admitted student

drops out for financial reasons. This commitment must sometimes be

maintained from additional institutional funds when federal appropri-

ations are less than projected.* As college costs rise, and when the

low-income student's family situation wo sens in contrast to the usual

income growth of middle class families) the college finds itself pro-

viding more and more support above the $1000 maximum EOG.

In broader areas, some private college administrators contend

that their institutions are being "cheated" by the present situatiun in

higher education. After all they argue public institutions were

being supported by tax monies long before the advent of the EOG program.

Although private collegeb often provide special curricular opportuni-

ties, and a "tailor-made" education uniquely helpful to disadvantaged

students, few students can be recruited into these prog ams because the

schools still must search for the much needed support not provided by

the maximum LOG, as well as funds to offset the "hidden costs described

*In Chapter Four it was seen that 74 per cent of the private
universities set aside institutional funds for this purpose.
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above. One administrator argues that the overall standard ftir apnor-

tioning pub ic money to the colleges should be:: What apportioning will

result in the lowest cost to the taxpayer for each student educated?

He maintains that it would be far more Costly to duplicate existing

private college facilities in order to expand public education than

to increase public support of the private college. Many private

college administrators adopt a rather critical att tude toward exist

ing federal aid progra-= including the LOG program, based upon a

position that private colleges are receiving insufficient pubhc sup-

port. Each program is evaluated in terms of its broad impact on the

colleges' financial position, rather than in terms of specific program

goals. The pri ary question asked of the LOG program, as of others,

sel s to be: How is it helping our beleaguered position? rather than:

How is it fulfilling the purposes fo:_ which it was established?

On the other hand, the public institutions visited areilhardly

content with their present levels of financial support. It appears,

however, that public instituti-n administ-acors acquiesce more to out-

side direction over deployment of financial resources than do private

administrators. The public administrator is used to a cont_cting and

budgeting arrangement whereby income to his institution is pre-targeted

to specific programs and purposes. The private college administrator,

on the other hand, appears to expect unrestricted or nearly unrestricted

income from outside sources (both pUblic and privat -d reserves to

himself responsibility for allocation to institutional needs. It is

perhaps this variation in the administrative traditions of the two
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types of institutions which:account' for the more extensive criticisms

of EOG by the private colleges. Among administrators in private

colleges and unIversitIes, there is usually a shared consensus on

importrnt goals of the institution. The administrator loyalty is

primarily to his institution rather than to a professional specialty,

or to one program or department within his institution. It is this

global perspective and loyalty which perhaps also prompts the private

administrator into heightened i,crutiny of and sensitivity to rrograms

originating from outside.

Seqi2ELIIii.__LEMP2112UtESLI
Educationally Disadvantaged

Vherever p ssible- researchers contacted personnel working in

special programs for disadvantaged students. Although an in-depth

study of these programs was not possible9 four general descriptions or

"Models" of special programs emerge from the visits.

Programs in Minoritr institutions. Several institu ions

visited have long been devoted to the education of minority students.

In these institutions. EOGs are awarded to students who are economi-

cally least advantaged, but who are in an ethnic and racial milieu

which in no way sets them off from other students. Indeed, even in

economic terms, the student enrollments in the minority colleges are

homogeneous. decisions as to which students will be awarded EOG's

are difficult.

The minority institutions visited are not newcomers to the task

f educating disadvantaged students. Rather than providing a
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distinctive educational focus on the disadvantaged student as a sub-

type with unique problems, these institutions have modified the tradi-

tional curriculum in order to solve pervasive educational difficulties

among their students. For example, one institution has developed a

"track system" dividing its students into three groups acco ding to

their performance on standardized tests and in high school. Placement

in the lowest track requires a student to stretch one three-hour a week

course into five hours. The student still earns only three credits for

this course; though he attends classes fifteen hours a week, he earns

only twelve credits for the semester in which he is enrolled in one of

these lengthened courses.

A similar effort in another minority institution is labelled a

"core program." There, the student lacking adequate academic prepara-

tion is enrolled in a fixed curriculum stressing basic language and

mathematics skills. After he has successfully completed this course-

work, he progresses to elective subjects at a more advanced level. In

both institutions, there appears to be relatively little onus attaChed

to enrollment in the lower level offerings. Many students are enrolled

in this curriculum and it has traditional standing within the insti-

tution. Since students are taught by instructors who teaCh courses at

higher levels as well, they are not highly visible to other students as

being enrolled in a remedial pr(gram.

Counseling-plus Programs. A prevalent pattern in colleges

which are not minority institutions, but which have identified many

educationally disadvantaged students, is to provide tutors and
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counselors for students, and one or two dit-earning courses designed

to prepare these students for general work at the institution. Coun-

selors, tutors, and instructors are .)sually linked un er one prog am

framework, although ther' appears to be great variation in the struc-

ture and goals of the programs. Tutors may be drawn from among

experienced teachers in local public high schools, older students in

the college who have responded to appeals Zrom thc student government,

or students recruited through placement and employment offices. Coun-

selors, on the other hand, are often drawn from among recent graduates

of the institution, and other young persons preparing for professional

ca eers in guidance student personnel work, and related fields.

The course offerings accompanying tutoring and counseling

orient the student to college work, in -orm him of what will be expected

of him in college, and introduce him to resources at his disposal

within the institution. Many program philosophies stress, as well,

that the college training which is offered the student is one among

several routes to occupational goals. These philosophies emphasize

that the student must individually evaluate the college's offerings in

terms of his goals and aptitudes. We found that while the "counseling.-

plus" program in the non-minority institution stresses an individualis-

tic orientation for the student, the minority institution often

stresses a group-cen.ered outlook, pointing to the positive influence

of the student's accomplishments for other minority gi-up members.

ntensive Education Programs. Schools with large minority

enrollments frequently augment a counselIng-plus framework with a wider
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range of subjects for which the s udent earns academic credit. Addi-

tional efforts at language skill training, including special reading

laboratories and work stressing concept formation, and specially

developed science courses stressing taxonomic approaches, such as in

biology, are examples of these efforts. Admission into the intensive

education program normally depends upon evai ations of the student on

the basis of standardized test scores and past performance. Institu-

tions which primarily rely upon special recruitment of minority and

disadvantaged students have usually identified intensive education

students prior to the beginning of the academic year. Students remain

in a specialized curriculum for vaTying lengths of time, depending both

on the level of their perfo mance and on the type of experience they

are receiving through the program.

Unlike the track system or core program of the minority insti-

tution, the intensive education program in the non-minority institution

frequently arouses students' prejudices against the "stigma" attached

to program participation. Students who are not enrolled in the program

but who hear about it often misunderstand the program's objectives.

Programs not organized along racial lines but with high black enroll-

ment will be mis-perceived as directed solely to black students. Pro-

grams with a dual mission of vocational c unseling and remedial educa-

tion will be perceived as directed solely to "dumb' students. Those

enrolled in the special program are of course not immune to the percep-

tions of the program by other students. They often are led to reject

further participation in the program, not because they are dissatisfied
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with the program's approach but because they are smar ing under the

disapproval of their peers. One college admInistration attempted to

register special program students separately from uther students,

hoping to avoid invidious comparisons between the two student groups.

The special students were quick to detect this protective treatm-m

and insisted that they be registered at the usual tIme. The advantage

of the minor ty institution in achieving a favorable reception to

sp cial educational and counseling efforts appears to lie in the

smoother gradation in levels of ability among the minority college

student body, as compared with the non-minority institution. Students

in the minority institution who are enrolled in the highest level

offerings are not unaware of or unsympathetic to the problems of the

other students.

The apparently successful reception of some intensive education

programs in other institutions suggests that it is the visible segre-

gation of the program, and the mani: c disparity in academic ability

between program and non-program students, which undercuts acceptance.

Administrators who report successful acceptance of special programs

also report frequently that they have reduced the visibility of the

program by integrating it as fully as possible with mainstream activi-

ties in the institution. One institution adcfpted an undistinctive

program title, minimized the production of special pamphlets and other

material advertising and describing the program and turned over much

of the program's administrative and teaching functions to regular

university offices and departments. The program's administrators feel
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that this approach mini izes the program's cost, and integra es stu-

dents in the program with other students on campus.

Ethnic Studie3 Programs. Ethnic studies programs in principle

introduce new academic content into the college curriculum, rather than

ttempt counseling, remedial education or intensive education. How-

ever, the target group or audience for the ethnic studies effort is

frequently the same group about which special education and counseling

efforts center. The intensive education effort which begins without a

racial or ethnic emphasis sometimes eve1ops this emphasis as the

program matures. Outsiders may perceive the program in this light and

thereby force the issue, or special program admInistrators and partici-

pants themselves may seek to revamp the academic content of the program

in racial or ethnic terms. One instance in which this latter pattern

developed will be described in some detail, though there is no evidence

as to its general relevance.

Administrators at a large publicly supported institution which

had shown tremendous enrollment growth but little increase in mInority

enrollments decided to use available state and federal funds to recruit

and support several hundred minority students. The atmosphe e sur-

rounding this decision was described by one administrator as "liberals

concerns for the plight of minority disadvantaged students " It was

hoped that these students could be helped to obtain what the institu-

tion had to offer. A speciat staff was hired and a recruitment effort

was launched reaching into ghetto communities. Parallel attempts were

also made to alter some of the institution'3 traditional academic
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offerings. Special language courses were inaugurated, team-teaching

was introduc I into some beginning level courses set aside fcr the new

students, and a system of grading was also experimented with whereby

students vorking together on joint pro)ects would each receive a grade

for the work completed.

From the viewpoint of the original planners, these innovations

are rather far-reaching, Much work was required with each academic

department to change teaching methods in a manner helpful to the incom-

ing special students. ln this same period, however, departments at the

institution were advancing into university-level courses and were quite

sensitive to threats to their recently elevated standards of researdi

and scholarship. Teachers did not allow outside supervision over their

classrooms. Many were quite reluctant to submit course outlines to

the academic officer who was attempting to coordinate the new educa-

tional efforts.

From the point of view of the newly hired staff directing the

effort however, these reforms were both ineffective and proceeding in

the wrong direction. What is really required, they argue, is not

remediation to educate the black and other minority students into the

existing curriculum but, rather, a new curriculum centering upon the

experiences, outlooks, and cultural values of these students. If the

black student has difficulty learning the subject matter in courses as

traditionally taught, that is because these courses are embedded

within a white rather than a black cultural matrix. New teachers

should be hired for the new curriculum. Courses should be taught in
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the dialects of the min4-ity students by teachers from minority back-

grounds. The recruiting staff plans to triple the minority student

enrollment for next year, probably outst ipping the capacity of the

university to support the program. When asked to evaluate this conse-

quence, the special program admini trator replied that it would illus-

trate the institution's lack of real commitment to the minority student

program, since funds could be available if other priorities were down-

graded.

Although this pat- rn of development was observed at only one

institution, no other institution visited is equally active in recruit-

it minority students, or presents as large a gap between special pro-

gram and other students. Though regular administratorl and the pro-

gram staff are in disagreement over both the goal5 of the program anu

the means to be employed to readh goals there is an underlying agree-

ment upon one significant point: if large-scale elforts are not made,

many of the specially admitted students will quickly fail within the

old system. The remediation emphasis of the original plarmcrs attempts

to forevstall the expected failure of the students by softening some

academic standards and intensifying efforts to teath the students.

The insurgent staff seek instead to re-define the institution by alter

ing its goals. The core of their approadh can be viewed as denying

that academic failure attaches to the minority student himself, it

attaches rather to the surrounding institution. Although this denial

involves the insurgent staff in rather inflammatory rhetoric, other

administrators in the institution tolerate their radicalism without,

iQ
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however, rying to reconcile it with conflicting university goals.

Minority enrollment is still only 3 per cent at this large institution,

and it can be guessei that the st ong, positive definition of the

special program provided by these administrators is of -ignificant help

to ghetto -l'adents.

It was seen that some institutions attempt to mini-' e the self-

consciousness (and feelings of inferiority) of program participants by

adopting Chameleon-like procedures and reducing the visibility of "core

programs." The example just cited, however3 rtilizes a totally dif-

ferent approadh. It denies the inferiority of program participants by

consciously promoting separatist ethnic rather than broad instituticlal

loyalties. (Indeed the surrounding institution is sometimes defined

as an "enemy" of program participants )

The size of an institution appears to crucially determine width

of these polar .approaches will be adopted. In a small (or even moderate

size school) with everyday primary contacts among students, faculty, and

administ ators, separatist tendencies among minority groups are sup-

pressed. The larger.institution toler tes separatism. More than th=-

however, its complex, bureaucratic setting may heighten the isolation

and insecurity of minority (and other ) students, promoting a separatist

response. The scope and pervasiveness of institutional goals is a

second likely determinant of ethnic separatism. In the denominational

college, for example, where institutional goals aad climates press more

heavily on ea& undergraduate, separatist tendencies will be minimized.*

*One school visited illustrates both of these det rminants. A
small denominational college with a strong community focus had begun to
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Section IV: Recommendations

In Section IV we summarize criticisms and suggestions made by

financial aid administrators concerning features of the EOG program.

Based upon the site visits, we attempt to diagnose the si uation of

financial aid administrators themselves; we present these informal

findings, as well, with the provIso that they are tentative.*

Unified Policy Goals. Many financial aid administrators, and

especially those in small and moderate size institutions, view federal

financial aid programs in a global fashion. Requirements for "match-

ing" EOG's encourage the administrator to see the three programs in

this light. Yet some administrato_s a e puzzled by what they feel to

be conflicting goals for the three programs. Income ceilings are not

uniform, and originally the.NDSL Program responded to the financial

need of the student with academic promise. One administrator

is curious to kjiow how he can truthfully certifY that EOG's are awarded

to students "otherwise unable to attend college" when, in fact, tu-

dents could Obviously survive by being given more loans and/or ork-

study support. It appears useful to develop a systematic statement of

bring minority students to its campus. The minority students framed
demands for separate living quarters and for special curriculum offer-
ings. Though these demands were agreed to by the administration,
minority freshmen entering in the second year of the program expressed
a desire to rejoin other students in the regular dormitories. They
argued that they had come to this college to experience what it had to
offer them; they would have attended a minority college if they had
wanted minority group separation.

*In the Summary and Recommendations (Chapter 1) we present
specific recommendations stemming from our data.
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the goals of the three federal financial aid progr_ s; if differences

in goals emerge, these probably should be set forth explicitly, rather

than left to be inferred by individual fin- cial aid administrators

from separate statements.

Broader Communication of Policy.Goals. Much of the sucess of

EUG hinges upon decisions and cooperation of college administrators an

faculty other than financial aid administrators. The recruitment of

disadvantaged _tudents and their acad mic suppol-t is outside the pur-

view of the financial aie officer. Researchers frequently f und that

personnel engaged in these vital efforts were uninformed of the pur-

poses and nature of EOG and the other federal financial aid programs.

A broader spectrum of communication between federal student financial

aid programs and college administrators and faculty might help to bind

the federal effort into complementary interaction with local institm

tional programs as well as with other f deral (or state) programs at

work in the institution. At a minimum, a pamphlet briefly (!escribing

thc programs and for:-lating their goals could be publicized to

administrators and faculty.

Career Deve o ment for Financial Aid inistrato Rese ch-

ers encountered wide variation in the status of finan ial aid admini-

strators in the institutions included in the site visits. In some

institutions, it appeared that the financial aid administrator was

tacitly classified as performing duties analogous to those of a book-

keeper or at most a business manager, without exerting significant
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educational impact on the institution. Often the relatively low status

of the financial aid administrator appeared to be a "survival" from the

recent past when there were few funds for the education of the dis-

advantaged and perhaps even less institutional commit ent to this

effort. Wider c mmunication Jf federal student financial aid policies

within the institution, as suggested above may have the indirect

effect of bolstering the financial aid administrator Aatus. In any

event3 EOG would benefit from an increase in the professional stature

of the ftnancial aid administrator. For example, one capable and well-

regarded adminis rator described overlapping employment pros ams in his

institution, some designed to help needy students, others merely

responsive to the need for student selvices. This administrator was

able to reconcile these programs, publicize them to students, and

simultaneously expand his leverage in helping n edy students. Much

what he was able to do appeared to rest on his acceptance among admin-

istrators as a colleague with a sign ficant task to perform and valuable

skills with which to approach this task.

Several aid administrators complain of the rapid turnover among

financial aid personnel. They point out that newcomers must be con-

stantly introduced to aid programs, often without previous financial

aid experience. To the extent that this turnover exists and reflects

the low status of the financial aid officer, federal programs are being

hindered by the absence of a fprofessionalized" financial aid role.

Part of the investment in regional workshops and other means of train-

ing new waves of financial aid officers might be us fully diverted to
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or supplemented by efforts to retain these personnel where their experi-

ence and competence can accumulate to the benefit of aid programs. Of

course the financial aid administrator can hardly be insulated from the

other roles in middle level administration towards which he is drawn.

Another approach to be considered is to anticipate that the aid officer

role will be filled by many on their way up the middle management

ladder, and encourage broader training for this role in curricula of

higher educational administration.

Developing Commitmen- -on Aid Adminis _ators. Most financial

aid administrators have been successfully won to the cause of educating

minority/disadvantaged students. Some few aid officers, however,

retain traditional attitudes that academic promise should be assessed

at face value as the student comes through the door, d that this

factor, as well as need, should determine tile distribution of scarce

aid resources. No doubt in some instances this attitude is reinforced

by the tendency to evaluate program success by the percentage retention_

of students. These figures can obviously be improved if manifest

academic prorase is taken into account along with need. Research find-

ings which show the reciprocal influences of academic attainment and

income might bolster the administrator's confidence that the low-income

student's academic potential is suppressed by his background rather

than non-exxstent.

The rush to meet the Challenge of educating minority_ disadvan-

taged stude ts also has sometimes left the financial aid administrator
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behind. Some institutions have established separate programs to

recruit and support minority/disadvantaged students without including

the financial aid administrator as a partner in these efforts. Mea-

sures which would increase coordination between financial aid officers

and administrators of special programs might also further commitment

to program goals among financial aid officers.



CRAFTER SEVEN

COMPONENTS OF PROGRAM "SUCCESS"

Introduction

Until this point the report has been primarily descriptive. We

have described the BOG students, his socio-economic and academic back-

ground as yell as his current status and iutuge plans. The charac-

teristics of the institutions participa4Ang in the EOG program have

been examined and differences in the extent and effectiveness of

recruitment, admissions, and suçportive programs have been noted.

Financial aid policies and practices in different kinds of institutions

have been presented as well as the attitudes of st dents toward various

forms of financial aid.

The descriptions of student characteristics and institutional

activities which have emerged are themselves indicators of the success-

ful operation of the program--and of its weak points. In this chapter,

however, we go beyond description and turn to an analysis of the

components of program "success."

The EOG program t must be rmembered, is ope ating within

different institutional contexts. It would be naive to suppose there-

fore that program success can be monolithically assessed. What the

program can accomplish at any given type of institution--be it public,

private, small large, denominational, or selective--is limited on the
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one hand, or enhanced on the other- by the nature of its student body,

by the community in which it is located by its institutional resources,

and by a myriad of other factrs. A small proportion of minority stu-

dents receiving LOG's at one institution may be as muCh an indicator

of program "success" as a large proportion at another school. Similarly,

as was seen in Chapter Four, absence of recruitment activity on the part

of an institution may not constitute an indicator of program failure.

We make no attempt in this chapter to evaluate program success--ei_ er

on the whole or for different types of institutions. We will, however,

point out some of the problems which financial aid personnel have men-

tioned and some of the effects they state the program has had.

problems and effects can then be related to percoptons of the

of the program as well as to other indicators -f success.

These

success

Section I. Administrative Problems

It has been argued that one measure of the success of a pro

is the extent to uhich those respoasible for its implementation

encounter problems in the course of administering it from day to day.

Directives, rules, and guidelines may work perfectly well in theory,

but when applied to the everyday operation of the program are often

found lacking. Similarly, the unique situation (geographical location,

student characteristics, personnel curriculum) of a college may raise

problems for the administrators of the program. TryIng to wrestle with

these problems , turn may inhibit achieving program goals.

It is possible that rather than detracting from a program's

successful ach -vement of goals, problems are a natural byproduct of an
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active imaginative effort to implement these goals. We take no

a priori position therefore as to the correlation between the extent

or severity of problems reported by aid officers and program success.

Rather, in this section, some of the problems encountered by financial

aid officers will be outlined and then correlated with in trtutional

and student characteristics.

Table 7.1 presents data on the extent to which aid adminis-

ra cas regard certarn aspects of the program as problems. Undoubtedly,

EOG B anch personnel a e cognizant of financial aid officers' complaints

about the lateness of congressional notification of funding. Except

for two-year schools, well over half find late funding a major problem

since they have to make aid commitments to students before they

actually' know the amount of their allocation. During the site visits,

most of the aid administrators with whom we spoke stated that three

year funding would permit them greater flexibility and would relieve

the perennial anxiety and insecurity under which they operated.

Estimating IY funds that will be needed seens to constitute

more of a problem than does estimating RY funds. This may be because

f RY estimates prove too low, transfers can be made from IY monies,

but not vice versa. In Chapter Five it was seen that the result of

inadequate IY funds is stretching of the allocation to cover more

students which may be a feasible practice at the low tuition public

chools but which is difficult for schools in the private sector.

Furthermore, IY's are somewhat of a blind item, in comparison

h RY/s. Recruitment activities may be introducing to the campus a
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new trpe of studen- About whose behavior patterns littlL is as yet

known. Financial aid and admissions personnel can only estimate--with

little or no experimental data--the extent to which those admitted will

actually appear on campus at the start of the semester.

Keeping informed about program'thanges appears to be somewhat

more of a problem for two-year smaller schools. Perhaps this is

because the smaller schools tend to communicate less with Washington,

with their regional office, and with aid administrators at other

institutions. Greater effort should be made at the regional level

ensure that contact is maintained with the smaller schools.

Keeping the required information do-s not seem to cons itute

a serious problem for many schools; it appears rather to be a minor

problem for mo t. Gathering the race and ethnic data required for

Fiscal-Operations Reports is a major problem at the university level,

a ninor problem at all levels. Only the two-year private school

indicates that this is no problem. Further analysis reveals that the

problem of gathering race and ethnic data is inversely related to the

p oportion of minority enrollment (see Table A.7.2).

The number of problems reported by each school was totaled to

construct a Problems Index. The last item in Table 7.1 indicates that

the private university is least likely to report no problems most

likely to report three or more problems. On the other hand, the four-

year public institution is most likely to report no problems least

likely to report three or more.
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One would almost automatically assume that the larger an EOG

program at an institution, the more likely the existence of problems.

This is not the case, however: while the variations are slight

appears that large-program schools most frequently report no problems,

while small-program schools have the highest proportion reporting

three or more problems (Table 7.2)

If the actual number of EOG's in a school is not directly

related to the number of problems, we might expect the proportion of

EOG's, or of students receiving financial aid, to be a crucial deter-

minant of problems encountered in administering the program. There

is a relationship but it is an inverse one: the higher the proportipn

of widerraduates receivin eithe EOG's cr financial aid in a student

body, the fewer the problems reported! In other words both the

absolute and the relative size of an institution's financial aid pro-

gram are inversely related to the number of problems reported. The

site visits confirm this finding: aid administrators at small-program

schools are struggling to meet the commitments of multiple roles. They

find it difficult to understand and implement Branch directives; the

completion of reporting and application forms looms as a problem; their

preference for "student contact" makes them chafe under the fiscal

requirements of their positions1.

In Chapter One, an example of one unanticipated consequence of

federal financial aid programs was cited. Aid officers at small-program

See Chapter Six for a more extensive discussion of size as a
crucial aspect of the context within which financial aid programs
operate.
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TABLE 7.2

NUMBER OF PROBLEMS RtPORTED BY SELEC D

INSTITUTIONAL CHARACTERISTICS

Number of Problems

Selected Institutional Three

Characteristics None One Two or More

(1) Size of BOG program

212

(n)

Small (under 100) 36.7 29.9 20.7 12.8 (1,011)

Medium (100-299) 40.7 29.9 20.7 8.6 (405)

Large (300+) 45.5 30.8 13.6 10.1 (198)

(2 ) Percentage of EOG's
of all undergraduates

Less than 1%
26% or more

Percentage of all
undergraduates
receiving financial aid

Less than 25%
60% or more

(4) Racial composi ion

31.5 30 1 26.0 12.3 (73)

52.9 23.5 14.7 8.8 (69)

37.5 29.6 19.1 13.8 (527)

46.7 30.2 15.8 7.2 (291)

Predominantly white 37.9 30.2 20.3 11.7 542)

Predominantly black 58.3 26.4 9.7 5.6 (72)

Number of recru tment
channels used

None 35.1 33.0 22.6 9.3 (464)

Three or more 41.3 25.6 19.8 13.2 (363)
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institutions have called upon their more experienced colleagues for

informal assistance in completing reports, preparing applications for

funds handling fiscal-operations. An informal networl, of "moon-

lighters has arisen to meet the needs of theFe suall-program schools.

These traveling professionals are, in effect performing

ess ntial training functions. Regional personnal are attempting to

offer assIstance to institutions in the form of periodic workshops,

visitations or bulletins. However, some regional offices have been

unable to meet the needs of the small institutions--which constitute

more than three-fifths of all participating schools.2

Ideally, every institution planning to enter a program should

be given a small developmental grant to get the program administratively

operational before 'rovidini financial aid to students. Since most

schools are already participating in the program it is too late to

implement this recommendation; it should be kept in mind, however, when

different types of schools become eligible for participation in the

OG program.
3

2The tremendous burden on the regional offices was underscoredduring the week of panel review meetings. The project director notedthat during a four-hour session at which the applications of approxi-mately twenty small institutions were reviewed, a conscientious SeniorProgram Officer earmarked all but two or three for what he called
"technical assistance." He noted that he couldn't possibly get to allof them but that they all obviously needed direction.

3
Late entry into the program, more typical of the smaller thanthe larger institutions, is itself slightly related to problemsreported. Forty per cent of the schools which entered the program in1966, compared to 35 per cent of those entering after that, report noproblems.
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That the private university, which was found to be the most

active recruiter of disadvantaged students, also repo ts mon problems

than the other types, suggests that problems may be an accompaniment

to active implementation of program goals. There is no clear-cut

evidence that this is so, however, as the final section of Table 7 2

indicates. The schools actively engaged in recruitment are more likely

to report no problems than the less active recruiters, but they are

also more likely to report three or more problems. In other words

on the whole, active implementation of program goals is not related to

the number of administrative problems reported.

When the size of the LOG program is introduced as a control

(Table 7.3) a slIghtly stronger positive relationship between problem-

reporting and recruitment activity emerges: for schools with small,

medium, or large programs, the higher the school's position on the

recruitment index, the more likely are three or more problems to be

reported. Conversely, holding recruitment activity constant 11

program schools are more likely than large-program ones to report three

or more problems.

About half of the institutions reported that they had estab-

lished a special program for the recruitment of disadvantaged students

(see Chapter Four ). We divided institutions with such programs into

two categories:

(1) Those in which the program was a separate entity within the

institution with an administrator whose sole responsibility was direct-

ing the program; these schools are called "i ovators."
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(2) Those in which the program is directed by an individual who

occupies an already established niche within the institution and who

plays the dual role of program administrator and financial aid office

dean of students, registrar, etc.* these are called "straddlers."

Those institutions which may recruit disadvantaged students to

various degrees but have established no sepa ate structure within the

organization for this purpose form the third category. The schools

within this group are called "make-shifters." It can be seen in

Table 7.3 that the relationship between recruitment activity and

problem-reporting differs among schools with different administrative

styles.

Increased recruitment activity is accomp *-1-;_ed by a hi er rate

of problem-reporting--slightly for make-shifters, substantially for

straddlers 'th divided responsibility) not at a 1 for innovators

This suggests that it is not so much whe era school has established

a special recruitment program or whether few or many channels are

utilized in order to recruit disadvantaged students which determines

the problems encountered in administering the BOG p ogram. Problems

seem rather to be related to different administrative styles through

which program goals are being reached. This question will be explored

further in Section III.

That the number of problems reported by financial aid officers

differs from one type of institution to another is hardly a significant

finding, unless it is also demonstrated that the reporting of problems

is itself related to the "success"of the program. In other words,
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does it matter whether the financial aid officer reports no problems or

three problems. Ts there a relationship between the number of probl-ms

.reported and the extent to which the institution sees the EOG program

as successiul? Table 7.4 explores these questions.

TABLE 7.4

PERCEIVED EFFECTS OF THE EOG PROGRAM
BY NUMBER OF PROBLEMS REPORTED

Per eiv d Program Effects

(1) Percentage reporting
program definitely
successful

Percentage reporting:

No negative effects
Two negative effects

Percentage reportilg
program has had
little impact

Percentage reporting
increase in minority
enrollment

Percentage reporting:

No positive effects
TWo positive effects

Number of Problems Reported
. _

Zero
Three

or More

85.8% 79.3% 77.4% 69.9%
(625) (482) (318) (183)

62.0 53.6 47.0 41.4
9.7 16.0 20 5 20.4
(608) (468) (317) (181)

29.2 33.0 32.7 35.5
(590) (446) (297) (172)

86.8 87.7 84.4 80.8
(626) (484) (320) (184)

22.8 22.8 26.5 21.5
40.1 36.5 35.0 39.2
(614) (474) (317) (181)

929
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Compared to schools repo ting no problems, institutions report-

ing t :ee or more problems are:

(1) less likely to assert that the program has been a definite

success;

(2) more likely to report that the program has had "nega ive-

effects for them;

3) more likely to claim that ECG has had little impact at their

institution, aside from providing additional funds for financial aid;

4) less likely to report an increase in minority enrollment

S) equally likely to discern the positive effects of the program.

In sum, the number of problems reported is:

(1) inversely related to perceived success;

(2) inversely related tu recruitment activity; but

(3) unrelated to the number of positive effects perceived as Jfl-

ming from the program.

4A negatile effects index was contructed by combining the

responses of those who stated that LOG has made students less willing

to take loans and has fostered unrealistic expectations among students

about the availability of financial aid. The positive effects index
combines assertions that EOG has brought in a new type of student

and has made institutions more willing to take a chance on high risk

students. Institutions were distributed on these indices as follows:

Number of Effect,s Positive Effects 21.22IIITLIMFELL5.

None 23.4 54.1

One 38.7 30.9

TWo 37.9 15.0

Number of schools ,614) (1,614)

.30



It may be that those financial aid officers who tend
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report

problems in administering the program are the type who would tend to

see the program as less successful. Problem-reporting and perception

of success, in other wo ds may be more a function of the personality

of the administ ator thancf objective indicators of program implemen-

tation. The perception of program success reported by financial aid

personnel, therefore is probably less crucial than the kinds of prob-

lems reported by dif erent types of institutions as seen in Table 7.1

Section II. Perceived "Success

Still the extent to which administrators responsible for the

implementation of a program see the program as successful is hardly a

variable to be ignored. If we examine the correlates of "perceved

success we find three distinct trends (Table 7.5)

A. Program Activity

Perceived success is directly related to active i lementation

21LI12_122212.15, that is, those who perceive the program as definitely

successful are more likely than others to:

(1) have a recruitment program;

(2) rank high on the Recruitment Index;

(3) Report an increase in minority enro 1 ent;

5
Institutions were asked: "Would you say that the EOG program

at your institution has been successful . ?" Options were:

definitely yes, probably yes, probably no, definitely no. It should

be noted that the response to this question is the subjective opinion

of the individ:al completing the institutional questionnaire--usually

a financial aid officer.
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TABLE 7.5

SELECTED STUDENT AND INSTITUTIONAL CHARACTER STICS

BY PERCEIVED SUCCESS OF EOG PROGRAM

A. Selected Institutional
Characteristics

(1) Have special recrui ent

program

(2) Recruitment Index:

Zero
Three or more

Increase in minority
enrollment

(4) Has some contact

Regional Office
EOG branch

(5) Mean percent receiving
financial aid

Selected student respondent
Characteristics

(1) Minority students

(2) Income under $3000

(3) Would have been unable to
attend college without aid

(4) Availability of financial
aid most important in
decision to attend college

Perceived Success of EOG*

Definitely
Successful

Probably or
not Successful

4849

26 8
24.2

87

77.3
15.9

34.0%

26.4%

40.6%

39.1%

( ,283)

(1,295)

(1,295)

(1,254)

1,283)

1,279)

1,266)

(70833)

(7,879)

(6,894)

(6,465)

38.9%

37.3%
15.8

80.9%

69.9%
10.6

32.6%

22.8%

22.7%

36.8%

32.8%

(314)

(316)

(316)

(304)

(312)

(312)

(306)

(10491)

(1,508)

( 363)

(1,298)

*See Table A7.3 for data on distribution of schools on this

variable by institutional type and control, by racial composition, by

school quality, and by program size.
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TABLE 7 -Continued

Perceived Success of EOG

Perceived impact of LOG

(1) Brought in new type (low-
income) student

(2) Impetus for recruitment
efforts

) Made us more willing to
take chance on "high risk"
students

(4) Little impact besides money

(5) Fostered unr,alistic
evectations among students

(6) Made students less willing
to work or take loan

Definitely
SuccessLtd

Probably or
not Successful

64.8% 260) 46.0% (298)

76.3% ,252) 59.7% (

58.4% (10253) 44.4% (302)

25.6% ( 0215) 57.2% (292)

28.7% ( ,243) 46.7% (300)

27.8% (10257) 37.9% (301)

(4) report more frequent communication with the Washington or

Regional Offices;

have a higher percentage of students,receiving financial

aid.

Student Characteristics

Perceived success is directly related to the enrollment in the

program of hi-_er proportions of target students; that is, compared to

other institutions, schools which percexve the program as definitely

successful have more:

(1 ) minority students;

(2 ) students from families with incomes under 000;
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students who report they. would have been unable to attend

college without financial aid;

students who say that the availability of financial aid

as most important in decision to attend the school.
6

Program Effects

Perceived success is directly related to the reporting o

"positive, and inversely related to the reporting of "negative"

effects of the program. That is, compared with other institutions,

aid officers whb perceive the program as definitely successful are

more likely to say that EOG has:

(1) brought a new type of student (low-income) to the school;

(2) served as an impetus br recruitment efforts;

(3) made them more willing to take a chance on "high risk"

students.

On the other hand, they are less likely to say that EOG has:

(4) had little impact other than providing additional funds

(5) fostered unrealistic expectations among students regard-

ing the amount of aid available;

(6 ) made stude..ts less willing to work or take a loan.

In other words, the perceived success of the program and

various indicators of the impact of the EOG program are all inter-

related. In turn perceived success is related to concrete evidence of

6It should be noted that data are based on student respondents.

This means that schools reporting high success have larger proportions

of low-income, minority (etc.) student respondents, not necessarily

higher proportions of such students in general.
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active implementation of the program. The aid officers who see the

program as a success are more likely to report that they are striving

to recruit disadvantaged students, less likely to report negative

effects, and mor- likely to be awarding EOG's to a higher proportion of

students of excep ional financial need.
7

Since the data have been collected at one point in time docu-

mentation of the direction of the relationships uncovered in this

section is not feasible. Perceived success may stem directly from

active recruitment efforts or from recognition of increased minority

enrollments. On the other hand, the st....00ls reporting success may have

traditionally had higher proportions of such students. That this may

be the case is suggested in Tabie A.7.3 which shows that aid officers

at 80 per cent of the predominantly white, but at 92 per cent of the

predominantly black institutions report that the program has definitely

been successful.

Section III. Admnistative Styles and Proram Success

In Section I of this chapter it was noted that although most

schools engage in some recruitment activity, about 300 institutions

have established separate programs with special administrators for this

purpose. About 400 institutions have set up special programs under the

aegis of an adminis rator already involved in some aspect of admitting

students to college while the remaining schools have not established

any special administrative entity for their modest) recruitment

ships.

7See Table for further documentatIon of these relation-
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activities. Table 7.3 shows that these differences in administrative

style have some bearing on the occurrence of problems in the adminis-

tration of the LOG program. It is possible, therefore, that these

differences in style have consequences for the success of the EOG pro-

gram. This question is expl3red i the following section.

Table 7.6 examines some characteristics which help predict which

administrative style an institution is likely to adopt. It is immedi-

ately apparent that size of the EOG program is a crucial determinant

of admInistrative style. Only 13 p r cent of the small compated to

42 per cent of the large-program schools, have established separately

administered programs for recruitment of disadvantaged students. The

medium-program school is somewhat more likely than the others to have

their recruitment prog-am jointly administered, while the sma 1-program

school is unlikely to have established any program for disadvantaged

students
8

.

Since large-program schools entered the E06 program earlie , it

is not surprising that early entrants are almost twice as likely as

later ones to have separately administered programs. Nor is it sur-

prising that the public scctor regardless of institutional type leads

the private in the establishment of separately administered programs

for recruiting disadvantaged students. It is to the public institution

that the 1 -income mino ity student tends to find his way and actions

8
The absence of a special program is not an indicator of abdi-

cation from recruitment efforts. Almost all institutions engage in
some activity for this purpose; we are distinguishing between adminis-

trative styles rather than institutional efforts.
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are being taken to accommodate his needs. Furthermore, there is a

tendency in the public sector with its larger enr llments for each

bureaucratic function to be housed in its own organizational nook with

an administrative officer and staff. In the private sector, special

programs that have been established are more likely to be an appended

responsibility of the financial aid director, registrar, or other

college official.

TABLE 7.6

ADMLNISTRATIVE STYLE FOR RECRU TMENT
ACTIVITIES BY SELECTED INSTITUTIONAL

CffARACTERISTICS

Institutional
Characteristics

Separately
Administered

Program
SInnovators)

Program
Jointly

Administered
(Straddlers)

No Formal
Program
(Make-

Shifters ) (n)

All schools 19.0% 27.4% 53.6% 585)

Program Size
Small 13.1% 25.3% 61.7% (994)
Medium 22.9 32.9 44.2 (398)
Large 41.5 26-9 31.6 (193)

Year Program. Started
1966-67 22.2% 28.5% 49.4% (1,092)
1967-68 or later

e and Control

12.6 24.0 63.4 (454)

Private university 32.7% 48.1% 19.2% (52)
Public university 46.6 20.7 32.8 (116)
Private four-year 12.9 30.6 56.5 (653)
Public four-year 28.1 24.9 47.0 (253)
Private two-year 11.7 17.5 70.8 (120)
Public two-year 15.6 25.8 58 6 (391)

Racial Composition
Predominantly white 18.6% 27.6% 53.8% (1-516)
Predominantly black 27.5 21.7 50.7 (69)
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TABLE 7 --Continued

Institutional
Characteristics

Separately
Administered
Program

(Innovators)

Program-
Jointly

Administered
(Straddlers)

No Formal
Program
°Wake-

Shifters)

Federal Region
1 15.1% 33.1% 51.8_ (139)

2 26.2 38.3 35.5 (141)

3 14.8 35.8 49.4 (176)

4 15.5 24.0 60.5 (271)

5 18.3 27.8 53.9 (284)

6 15.7 17.9 66.4 (140)

7 13.8 17.9 68.3 (145)

8 19.7 11.3 69.0 (71)

9 34.7 35.4 299 (147)

10 22.5 22.5 54.9 (71)

Increase in Minority
Enrollment
Yes 21.2% 30.7% 48.1% (1 307)

No 7.2 11.3 81.4 221)

Community Pressure
Yes 30.2% 37.0% 32.8% (427)

No 14.8 23.6 61 6 (1,112)

School QualIty
High 25 9 34.4 39.7 (375)

Medium 17.2 29.5 53.3 (471)

Low 15.6 22.3 62.1 (647)

Regions Two and Nine stand out as those in which separately

administered programs abound and in which the absence of a special

program is minimal. Similarly, it is these regions which have ex-

perienced the largest increase in minority enrollment and which

report that community pressure is being exerted to enroll even greater

proportions of these students. As Table 7.6 indicates, an.increase in

minority enrollment as well as community pressure on the institution,
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are both highly related to ( whether a program for disadvantaged

students is established; and 2) whether the program is separately

9
administered.

More in eresting, perhaps than the que_tion of what factors

predict which administrative style an institution adopts in its effor s

to enroll disadvantaged students is the question of the "effect f

different administrative styles. Table 7 7 explores this.

It is clear that schools which have established separately

administered programs for recruiting dIsadvantaged students differ from

other institutions. They are more likely to:

(1) Rank high on the recruitment index;

(2) Modify admissions criteria for EOG students mo e frequently

than for all undergraduates;

(3) Enroll fewer EOG students from the top quarti le of their high

school class than all dergraduates;

(4) Have more EOG students using supportive services than all

undergraduates.

More significant perhaps is the fact that both inter- and

intra-institutional communication is more frequent in schools which

have administratively separate programs, as is communication with the

Washington and Regional offices. Similarly, among innovators the

various federal aid programs appear to complement one another: where

9The relationship between administrative style
pressure is not a direct causal one but stems from the
larger schools, universities in particular, more often
munity pressure and more frequently establish separate
programs.

39
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TABLE 7.7

SELECTED INSTITUTIONAL CHARACTERISTICS
BY ADMINESTRATIVE STYLE

Administrative S y le

228

Selected Institutional
Characteristics

Separately
Administered
Program

(Innovators)

Program
Jointly

Administered
(Straddlers )

No Formal
Program
(Make-

Shifters)
_

Recruitment Index
Zero
Three or more

Mean percent for whom
admissions criteria
modified

(301)

12.3%
40.2

(433)

16.4%
36.5

(848)

41.4%
9.0

All students 6.7 (206) 6.6% (277) 7.2% 427)

EOG students 24.3 (189) 22.0 (262) 15.7 369)

Mean percent in top
high school quartile

All students 41.5% (251) 40.9- 363) 31.3% (733)

EOG students 36.8 (218) 41.9 314) 37.8 (626)

Mean percent using
supportive services
All students 13.5% (251) 13.2% 52) 14.8% (644)

EOG students 29.8 (247) 27.6 354) 21.6 (605)

Percent using CWS funds
for student tutors

62.2% (259) 56.8% _366) 43.0% (586)

Regularly comnunicate
with:

EOG Branch 24.1% (299) 14.6% (424) 11.0% (839)

DSFA 21.6 (296) 14.9 (424) 11.7 (836)

Regional Office 81.1 (297) 80.1 (427) 71.7 (842)

Frequently communicate
with:

FAOs at other colleges 24.0% (300) 20.4% (431) 16.2 (847)

Other administrators
at own institution 58 4 (298) 53.2 (427) 1.7 (843)
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students are used as tutors they are paid with College Work-Study money

most frequently by these schools, least frequently by schools with no

special program. The 'straddlers" (with a special program jointly

administered) are in between.

Table 7.8 examines the re ationship between administrative

styles and selected indicators of "perceived success" of the EOG pr

gram holding constant the size of the ROG program.

The data in Table 7.8 suggest that the relationship between

erceived success" and administrative style varies with the size of

the financial aid program. In institutions with small ROG programs

(under 100) what seems to count is whether there is a special progr

while in medium- and large-program institutions, the perceived success

of the EOG program rests more on the typ s of special program for dis-

advantaged students, rather than on its presence or absence.

In institutions ith large EOG programs perceived success is

highest and problem-reporting lowest among innovato s, while problem-

reporting is highest among the make-shifters in large-program institu-

tions. In other words, aid officers who administer large financial aid

programs appear to feel that they are most successfill when their acti-

vities are administratively separate fram but functionally coordinated

with, a special program for disadvantaged students. The already over-

burdened financial aid officer is likely to report more problems and

see EOG as less successful in those large-program schools where there

are no clear-cut administrative distinctions between the financial aid

operation and recruitment-retention activities.
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TABLE 7.8

"PERCEIVED SUCCESS" OF EOG PROGRAM
BY ADMINISTRATIVE STYLE AND BY

SUE OF BOG PROGRAM

"Perceived Success" Innovators

Administrative Style

tersStraddlers Make-Shi

Percent reporting program
definitely successful

Small 78.5 130) 81.5% 249) 75.4 (610)

Medium 85.7 (91) 89.3 (131) 80.7 (176)

Large 87.5 (80) 82.7 (52) 86.7 (60)

Percent reporting two
positive effects

Small 43.4% (129) 42.3% (246) 30.8_ 600)

Medium 40.0 (90) 53.8 (130) 35.3 173)

Large 49 4 (79) 39.2 (51) 37.3 (59)

Percent reporting no
negative effects

Small 53.1% (128) 60.2% (244) 56.3= (597)

Medium 55.1 (89) 52.7 (129) 45.9 (172)

Large 47.5 (80) 58.8 (51) 47.5 (59)

Percent repor ing two
or more problems

Small 28.5% (130) 32.8 (250) 34.3% (609)

Medium 34.1 (91) 32.8 (131) 24.4 (176)

Large 21.3 (80) 21.1 (52) 29-5 (61)
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Interestingly, in medium-program schools (100-299 EOG's) the

EOG program /s perceived as most successful and more positive effects

are reported among the "straddlers." In other words, in these insti-

tutions, a special program for disadvantaged students may be functional

as long as such a program is under the aegis of the financial aid

officer or other traditional organizational administrator.

Just as "perceived success" of the EOG program appears to be

a function of both size of the program and administrative style, so

too are more objective measures of program success. Tf schools are

actively recruiting EOG students who cannot met the usual admissions

criteria and who require supportive services then the more successful

the program, the more EOG students (compared to all undergraduates)

shoulu have been admitted under special provisions and should be

receiving supportive servicAs.

Using tnis as an indicator of program success make-shifters

administering any sized EOG program are the least successful. Among

large-program schools the innovators are the most successful, while

among medium-program institutions, straddlers appear to be slightly

more successful than the others.

The data in Table 7.9, in other words appear to corroborate

those in Table 7.8: both subjective and objective measures of program

succes are differentially related to administrative style--depending

upon the size of the BOG program.

A more intensive analysis of the consequences of different

administrative styles for the success of the EOG program is beyond the
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TABLE 7.9

SELECTED INDICATORS OF "SUCCESS" BY
ADMINISTRATIVE STYLE AND BY

SIZE OF EOG PROGRAM

"Succes Indicators

232

Administrative Style

Innovators Straddlers Make-Shifters

Mean percent for whom
admissions criteria
are modified:

Small
All students 6.6% (81) 7.4%
EOG students 27.0 (74) 24.9

Medium
All students 7.1% (71) 6.

EOG stallans 21.7 (63) 21.3

Large
All students 6.4% (54) 4.7%
EOG students 23.5 (52) 13.3

Mean percent receiving
supportive services:

Small
All students 15.2% (112) 15.4%
EOG students 32.1 (108) 30.6

Medium
All students 12.0% (73) 11.6
EOG students 25.4 (71) 24.3

Large
All students 12.4% (66) 11.6%
LOG students 30.8 (68) 21.2

244

(143)

(132)

(96)

(95)

(209)

(204)

(iO4)

(108)

(39)

(42)

7.4% (286)

18.0 (247)

7.0 (109)

10.8 (100)

7.0% (32)

12.4 (22)

16.0% (464)

24.0 (427)

12.0 (132)

16.8 (131)

10.6% (48)

12.6 (47)
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scope of this report. The data in Table 7.8 however, suggest that the

establishment of special programs for recruitment and retentIon of dis-

advantaged students is not in and of its lf an indicator of program

"success. Some institutions appear to engage in recruitment activi-

ties "successfully" without establishing special programs for this pur-

pose; in other insticutions such programs are more "successful" when

they are administratively distinct from the financial aid ope ation.

Apparently the size of an institution's financial aid program is a

relevant factor in determining the "success" of different administra-

tive styles.

Section IV. Funding

Perceived and objective indicators of program success notwith

standing, the crucial measure of the success of a federal financial aid

program is the extent to which funds are adequate to provide financial

aid to eligible applicants. Appropriate administrative styles may

facilitate effective utilization of fuads. Perceived success may mi

gate the frustrations encountered by Anancial aid officers in adminis-

tering the program. An inadequate allocation, however, cannot be

stretched to meet the requirements of needy applicants.

In thartor Five we noted that states receive varying propor-

tions of the amounts recommended by the panels. It was found that the

lower the percentage actually received, the more frequent the complaint

of financial aid officers that funds were inadequate to meet the needs

of all eligible applicants see Table 5.2

245



234

The data presented in Table 7.10 point clearly to the fact that

fuAding is least adequate where the need is the greatest. White insti-

tutions are more favored than black ones. Public two-year schools, in

which low-income students are overrepresented, are least frequently

located in states which are funded at 80 per cent or more. Jnstitutions

in counties whidh have 50 per cent or more of the population subsisting

on incomes of less th $30000 receive substantially less favorable

funding than those in Jhe wealthier counties. Finally, funding is less

favorable for institutions in whieh higher proportions of all under-

graduates receive financial aid. The Congressional mandate to channel

xunds to students with the greatest need is being executed at the

institutional level but is being thwarted at the national level in the

allocation of funds!

Instituti6ns are directed to make realistic, well-doc- -,nted

estimates of the monies they will be required to meet the needs of

eligible applicants. They recognize, however, that even if the panel

approves their application, the amount requested will n_t be forth-

coming. They recognize, further, that inadequate state funding means

inadequate institutional funding which in turn, means unfulfilled, as

well as uncertain commitments, and stretching the allocation which means

that the studett has an assessed need in excess of the aid awarded.

Throughout, this report has documented the fact that institu-

tions are allocating EOG's to students of exceptional financial need.

They are in mcst cases, making concerted efforts to recruit admit

and retain such students with varying degrees of success. The most
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TABLE 7.10

PERCENTAGE OF PANEL APPROVED AMOUNT STATE
RECEIVED BY SELECTED INSTITUTIONAL

CHARACTERISTICS

Selected institu ional
Characteristics

80% or
More

70% or
Less

(N)_ _

Racial composition

Predominantly white 34.2% 21.2% 1,843)

Predominantly black 25.0 32.3 (96)

Type-control

Private university 40.3% 23.9% (67)

Public university 39.7 21.4 (131)

Private four-year 39.2 20.9 (814)

Public four-year 33.7 23.3 (305)

Private two-year 34.8 17.4 (155)

Pdblic two-year 21 2 23 3 (467)

Percent in county with
income under $3000

Less than 10% 41.9% 24.2% (124)

50% or mo e 17.0 40.0 (100)

Mean percent aided by
institution

fear program started

1966-67

37.9%

37.3

(547) 42.1%

20.4% (1,110)

1969-70 26.0 22.1 (131)
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constant refrain, with only a few exceptions how er, has been "inade-

quate funding insuffi ient funds for recruitment, for financial aid,

for supportive services.

The data presented in the last table confirm the Xwed te

allocate more funds--especially zo institutions in which exceptionally

lew income students are overrepresented. Financial aid personnel are

doing their utmost to fulfill program objectives with the scarce

resources at their disposal. Increasing these resources will go a long

way toward maximizing program goals and to ard making the benefits of

education beyond high school available to all who wish to take advantage

f this opportunity r gardless of famIly origin.
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TABLE A2.I

PERCENTAGE OF STUDENT NON-RESPONDENTS
BY SELECTED CHARACTERISTICS

Selected Characteris_ cs
Percentage

Not lesponding

0354)

(683)

(1) Race

Black

Indian, Orienta- Spanish

3

26

White 15 (6 484)

Sex

Male 24% (4,575)

Female 17 (4 946)

High School Quartile Placement

Bottom Quartile 37% (323)

Third Quartile 27 (807)

Second Quartile 21 ( 0823)

Top Quartile 15 ( ,983)

(4) Family Income

Under $3000 23 (2,485)

$3000-4499 20 (2,175)

$4500-5999 20 (2,145)

$6000-7499 17 (1,591)

$7500 or more 17 (1,285)
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TABLE A3.2

SELECTED CHARACTERISTICS OF INDEPENDENT
AND PARENT-SUPPORTED STUDENTS

Selected Characteristics IncWendent
Parent-Supported

Studeats__

Black 28.1% (1,049) 24.2% (8.042)

Age: 22 or older 45.5% (1,056) 8.4% (6,778)

Family has received
welfare 19.7% (1,0- 15.2% (6,680)

Married, Separated,
or Divorced 42.2% ( 0 9) 4 4% (6,810)

Father not living 22.3% ( ,039) 15 3% (6, 6)

Mear family income 3362 (- 141) $4973 (8 163)

25'
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TABLE A3.3

SELECTED CHARACTERISTICS
OF EOG STUDENTS BY AGE

Selected Charac e istics
21 Years

or Younger
22 Years
or Older

(1) Freshmen

(2) Taking courses more than

.6% (8,286) ,314)

four years (8,297) 22.6 (1,315)

( ) Living at hcale while attending
college 23.9 (8,257) 41.6 (1,314)

(4) lecided to go to college after
2.9 (8,264) 25.4 (1,297)graduating from high school

What student would have done
if no financial aid: (3,200) (1,304)

Attended part-time 8.9 13.9

Attended different college 26.4 13.7

Been unable to go to college 39.2 45 7

(6) Found out eligible for financial
aid when in college 11.2 (8,231) 48.8 (1 288)

(7) Source of info about financial
aid was: (7,826) (1,240)

H gh school person 4.7 14.2

College person 27 2 51.5

(8) Expects a graduate or profes-
sional degree 47.3 6,154) 60.7 (1,292)

(9) Male 4 .8 339) 50,8 (1,319)

(10) Percentage married, divorced,
separated 5.4 330) 38.3 324)

25
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TABLE A3.5

SELECTED CHARACTERISTICS
OF LOG STUDENTS BY SEX

Selected tharacteristi cs

(1) Resident student

(2) Mean SAT (Verbal + Math)

(3) Ranked in top high school
quartile

(4) "High risk"

(5) Parents were most important
in decision to attend college

(6) Most important factor in
dhoosing college was:

Low cost or financial aid

Academic proL TM

Athletic nragram

(7 Would have been unable to
attend college at all
without financial aid

Would have attended a
different college if no
financial aid

Feel that work should be
avoided during school year

(10) Feel that borrowing to pay
for college should be a
last resort

(11) Very satisfied with college

(12) Expect to obtain a graduate
or professional degree

249

Male Students Female Students

63.90

993

(4,718)

(2,031)

67.8%

938

(5,056)

(2,061)

49.8 (3,443) 64 5 ( 721)

13.0 (4,478) 9 (4,866)

26 0 3,982) 31.1 4,665)

(4,134 (4,813

47.: 52.9

27.3 230

5.4 .5

35.5 4,443) 44.0 103)

27.2 (4,443) 22.4 (5,103)

83.0 (4,347) 79.2 4 964)

53.7 (4,382) 48.3 5,032)

45.8 (4,487) 51.2 (5,166)

54.5 4,421) 44.5 (5,075)
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Selected Characteristics

(13) Occupational plans

TABLE A3 --Continued

Male Students

(4,397)

Elementary or high school
teaching 19.4

"Prestige" occupations* 38.3

Nursing or lab technician 1.0 6.8

Business, etc. 17.2 5,5

(14) Percentage (with older
sibling) who are first to
attend college 38.2 (20995) 33.5 (30432)

(15) Mean EOG $567 (4,781) $558 147:

(16) Mean family income $4803 (4,494) $4753 (4,830)

(17) Wan total aid $1255 312) $1209 (4,992)

250

Female Studen s

081)

44.9

11 7

*College teadhing, research, law, medicine, dentist- ar itec-
tures engineering.

262



TABLE A3.6

(a)

PERCENTAGE OF FINANCIAL AID OFFICERS
REPORTING STUDENT INCOME UNDER $3000
BY STUDENT'S REPORTED FAMILY INCOME

AND BY STUDENT STATUS

Student Reported Family Income
Independent
Students

Under 3000 72.4% (195)

$3000-5999 38.1 (302)

$6000 or more 42.0 (331)

(b)

PERCENTAGE OF STUDENTS REPORTING
FAMILY INCOME ABOVE $6000 BY FAO
INCOME DATA AND BY STUDENT STATUS

FAO Reported Income
Independent
Students

Under $3000 37.1% (375)

$3000-5999 35.1 (259)

$6000 or more 67.7 (96)

251

Parent-Suppor
Students

64.0% (1,108)

15.6 (2,598)

5-2 (2,228)

Parent-Supported
Students

9.7% (1,194)

19 2 (2,602)

77.0 (1,959)
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TABLE A

PERCENTAGE EXPECTING TO EARN $15,000 A YEAR
Cl MORE 1Y OCCUPATIONAL CHOICE

AND BY RACE

Occlvtional ! lice B-ack

Race of Stu&

White

College teaching or researcn 32.84 (128) 14.5% (546)

Law, medicine, dentistry 55.9 (102) 46.0 (313)

Elementary or high school teaching 10.7 (403) 1.2 (1,884)

Social work, librarian, psychologist 21.6 (278) 6 1 (472)

Architecture, engineering, Chemistry 35.7 (56) 11 (340)

Business, sales 30.1 (236) 16.5 (497)

ublic re ations, journalism 28.6 (98) 11.9 (293)

*We present this table to underscore the (unrealistically)
high income expectations of the black student. Our attention,
however, was called to a recent article which noted that a black
Ph.D. can expect to earn $4000 a year more than a white with the
same training. Perhaps the blacks' expectations are not so out
of line! Time May 24, 1971, p. 50.)
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TABLE A3.8

CHARACTERISTICS OF BLACK AND WHITE EOG STUDENTS

IN PREDOMINANTLY BLACK .AND WHITE INSTITUTIONS

Predominantly
White

Institutions

253

Predominantly
Black

In titutions

White
Students

Blac
Students

Black
Students

A. Demographic Characteristics

(1) Percent male 48.9_ (6,464) 51.5 10414) 37.1% (940)

(2) Age: 22 or older 12.8 (5,464) 12.6 (891) 12.8 (693)

(3) Residence while in
high school:
Farm, ranch, or t wn 54.9 ( 462) 24.9 (890) 51.2 (898)

Large city 10.6 (5,462) 39.1 (890) 14.5 (898)

(4) Father's education
Some college or more 23.4 (5,399) 15.0 (848) 10.1 (670)

No high school 27.6 (50399) 38.6 (843) 50.2) (670)

) Mother's education
Some college or more 23.4 (5,446) 16.9 (882) 13.7 (686)

No high school 16.7 (5,446) 21.8 (882) 29.1 (686)

(6) Father not head of

(5,411) 42.3 (882) 35.6 (688)
amily while in
high school 20.8

(7) Head of family laborer
or unemploked 20.8 (5,373) A2.4 (860) 45.4 (677)

(8) Family has received
welfare 11.9 (5,490) 30.1 (873) 21.8 (683)

(9) Mean family income SO 4 (6,175) $4436 _1030'/- $3639 (854)

B. Academic characteristics

(1) Not enrolled in college
preparatory program
in high school 34.9% (5,413) 45.2% (880) 52.7% (675)

(2) Ranked in bottom half
of high school class 12.7 (40979) 29.2 (944) 20.8 (587)

(3) Mean SAT-V 505 (2,657) 406 (499) 331 (468)

(4) Mean ACT 21.9 (1,979) 16.0 (313) 12.9 (226)

(5) More than half high
school class mt on
to college 47.1 (51477) 42.3 (883) 31.2 (6 5)

(6) Three closest friends
went to college 58.3 (5 369) 55.7 (848) 48 5 (655)
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(7) 50% or more in high
school were black

(8) Student was "high
risk"

(9) Mean college GPA
(10) Receive supportive

service

C. Financial Aid

(I) Parents pay none of
college expenses

(2) Low cost, or avail-
ability of aid most
important in college
decision
Without financial aid
would have:

Been unable to
attend ollege
Gone to a different
college

(4 ) Mean EOG
(5) Mean total financial

aid
(6) Independent student
(7) Oackaging

CWS NDSL
CWS, no NDEL
NEM, no CWS
L)G on2y
State sci.olarship
Other scholarship

(8) Amount of financial
aid is sufficient

Predominantly
White

InstItutions

254

Predominantly
Black

Institutions

White
Students_

Black
Stucients

Black
Students

2.1% (5,476) 53.9% (895) 83.5% (692)

4.3 (6,135) 39.1 J309) 11.2 (923)

2.58 (5,274) 2.14 (982) 2.26 (769)

37.9 (5,443) 65.7 (893) 66.6 (691)

48.9% ,426) 50.6% (879) 33.8% (680)

46.4 166) 60.6 (797) 62.6 (621)

35.6 5,422) 46 0 (892) 59 5 686)

25.0 5,422) 32.1 (892) 17.3 (6867

$551 6,475) $652 1 436) VI95 (94C)

$1190 5,310) $1467 (844) $1015 (682)

14.2 6,408) 20.5 ,410) 11.5 (934)

(6,514 ) (1,441 (949)

21.1 23.5 24.6

.18:1 21.4 25.7

41.4 35.2 34.2

19.4 19.9 15.5

19.3 12.6 2.6

25.7 27.7 16.0

67.3 363 59.1 48.2
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Predominantly
White

Institutions

White
Students

D. Attitudinal

(1 Student agrees with
following:
Grants should be

awarded to nepdy
students'of high
academic promise 36.5%

Borrowing to pay
for college shculd
be a last resort 50.4

Working to pay for
college should be
avoided 78.7

Even with education,
it will be hard
to get a good job 15.2

(2) Expect graduate or
professional degree 46.3

((34:

25.0
,500

or more after 5 years 22.8

(5) MOST important purpose
of college is: (5,371)

Development of job

De::::::ent of cem-'

Broad general educa-

(6 Stud;

with Eamon y han
anirreiliTri;dents r f mi s

his 76.2

(7) Student feels his grades
are

(8) are less
7:7:::ected 4:::

(9) Student dissatisfied
with college 12.5

Black
Studen

255

Predominan ly
Black

Institutions

Black
Students

(5,432 ) 18.4% ( 86_ ) 24.0% (683)

(5,401) 55.1 (861) 40.1 (654)

) 88.7 (859) 82.4 (647

(5,411) 29.4 (871) 17.2 (668)

(5,382) 56.2 (877) 59.3 (680)

(5,376) 19.7 (874) 19.1 (682.:

(5,257) 41.5 (877) 43.3 (687)

(848) (651)

55.9% 64 2%

20.0 16.6

24.1 19.2

5,463 86 0 (894) 50.8 (687)

17.6 (901) 26.4 (693)

23.1 (899) 10.4 (69

(5 488) 28.2 (897) 13.4 (694)
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TABLE A4.1

MEAN PERCENTAGE OF ALL STUDENTS AND OF LOG
STUDENTS WHO ARE MALE BY SELECTED

INSTITUTIONAL CHARACTERISTICS

EOG Students All Students

Total 52.1% (1 359) 58.2% (1,404)

TYpe and control

(1) Private university 62.7 (46) 67.3 (51)

(2) Public university 52.6 (101) 59.3 (100)

(3) Private four-year 56.1 (520) 58.2 (551)

(4) Public four-year 45.0 (242) 53.4 (240)

(5) Private two-year 49.1 (91) 55.6 (97)

(6) Public two-year 50.2 (359) 603 (365)

Racial composition

Predominantly white 52.7 (1,296) 58.8 ,343)

Predomim-ntly black 38.8 (V) 44.0 (61)

Federal region

57.8 (96) 64.1 (94)

2 55.2 (109) 57.8 014)
3 57.7 (159) 61.6 (141)

4 47.0 (246) 55.7 (250)

53.2 (239) 58.2 (260)

6 46.4 (126) 56.0 (130)

7 51.3 (127) 57.0 (131)

8 53.3 (66) 63.0 (64)

9 53-8 (131) 56.9 (138)

10 48.2 (64) 57.3 (66)

School quality

High 57.8 ( 9) 59.9 (348)

Medium 52.6 (387) 56.9 (409)

Low 48.4 ( 84) 58.2 (618)



TABLE A4.2

SELECTED CHARACTERISTICS OF "HIGH RISK"
STUDENTS BY SCHOOL QUALITY

School Quality

Sel cted Items Hi_gh Medium

Percentage considered "high risk":

257

Low

(1) In bottom half of high
school class 39.996t.308) 30.3 320) 29.696(405)

(2) Income under $3000 22.4 (530) 9.4 (752) 133 (747)

(3) SAT-V under 350 30.3 (198) 26.5 (223) 27.2 (173)

(4) ACT under 15 58.2 (55) 23.5 (166) 25.4 (210)

Percentage of "high risk students
who:

(1) Receive sup7ortive service 65.9%(217) 61.3 7 47.6 (210)

(2) Are somewhat dissatisfied
with college 25.0 (216) 20.9 (172) 15.3 (209)

(3) Reported DB or ETS was most
important source of infor-
mation about finpncial aid 12.6 99) 7.6 157) 7.0 (186)
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TAB E A4.3

PERCENTAGE OF STUDENTS REPORTING THAT WITHOUT
FINANCIAL AID THEY WOULD HAVE BEEN UNABLE
TO GO TO COLLEGE OR WOULD HAVE ATTENDED
A DIFFERENT COLLEGE BY RECRUITMENT

ACTIVITIES OF INSTITUTION

Would Have
Attended

Would Have
Been Unable

Recruitment Activities Different to Attend
of Institution College Colle-e

Contact with high schools

Regular 25.9 40.4 (5 944)
Not at all 21.4 35.4 271)

Contact with community groups

Regular 27.2 38 3 552)
Not at all 1917 44.1 (483)

Contact with ethnic organizations

Regular 30.2 36.1 (2,475)
Not at all 20.6 42.8 (1,689)

Lowering or waiving admissions
criteria

Regular 29 3 36.5 (1,897)
Not at all 16 7 43.6 (2 488)

Setting aside institutional funds
for disadvantaged students

Regular 30.4 36.3 (3,272)
Not at all 17.7 44.8 (2 103)
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TABLE A4.4

259

RECRUITMENT ACTIVITIES AND LIMITATIONS
ON RECRUITMENT BY SCHOOL QUALITY

School Quality

Regular recruitment
activities

(1) Contact w th high
schools

(2) Participation in UB,

High Medium

72.796(3,114)

Low

83.096(2 831) 79.796(3,612)

ETS 68.5 (2,804) 65.2 (3 547) 52.2 ( 092)

) Contact with com-
munity agencies 54.9 (2,789) 54.2 (3,607) 36.8 ( ,022)

) Contact with ethnic
organizations 52.2 (2,808) 31.8 (3,590) 20.0

(5) Lowering or waiving
admissions criteria 40.6 (2,754) 27.9 (3,438) 15.6 ( ,065)

(6) Setting aside insti-
tutional funds 61.2 (2,770) 42.4 (3 534) 32.2 ( 032)

Factors limiting
recruitment (2 1 ( ,612) ( ,114)

(1) Sufficient disadvan-
taged applicants 22.1 26.8 46.5

(2) Inadequate funds for
recruitment 28.4 40.4 44.9

(3) Inadequate funds for
financial aid 57.6 52.2 46 9

(4) Inadequate funds for
supportive servA es 51.2 52.8 45.6

(S) Curriculum too
rigorous 17.2 16.6 13.6

(6) Religious/social
climate 3 3 6.2 5.4

(7) Unprepared for prob-
lems other schools
have had 1.4 5.9
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TABLE AS.1

M AN DOLLAR AMOUNT OF LOG AWARD
BY SELECTED CHARACTERISTICS

Initial
Selected Institutional Year 1st 2nd 5rd

Characteristics Grant Renewal Renewal Renewal-
Region

1
1

2

3
4

5

6

7

8

9
10

Racial composition
Predominantly white
Predominantly black

Institutional type
and control

Public university
Private university
Public four-year
Private four-year
Public two-year
Private two-year

$436 $458 $480 $554
461 503 533 549

440 469 501 463

398 441 474 464
430 462 508 441

392 428 611 377
410 458 502 458
402 437 459 355
436 511 550 541

410 453 505 492

$425 $463 $516 $459

375 458 440 486

$424 $437 $583 $382
530 556 557 578
379 400 414 404
481 518 559 518
311 361 358
418 474 406 -
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TABLE AS.2

MEAN PERCENTAGE OF ALL STUDENTS RECEIVING
FINANCIAL AID BY SELECTED

CHARACTERISTICS

Selected Institutional
Characteristics

Mean
Percentage

All institutions 8.4% (1,576)

Institutional type and control

Public university 31.3- (113)
Private university 46.2 (51)
Public four-year 38.9 (256)
Private four-year 42 1 (654)
Public two-year 23.5 (382)
Private two-year 40.0 (120)

Federal region

1 31.6% (141)
2 45.2 (140)
3 41.3 (176)
4 39.7 (272)

39.5 (282)
6 42.5 (137)
7 39.2 (143)
8 37.5 (72)
9 27.7 (144)

10 34 1 (69)

Racial composition

Predominantly white 37 1 (1,508)
Predominantly black 66.6 (68)
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TABLE A.5.4

STUDENTS, FINANCIAL AID PACKAGES BY SELECTED

INSTITUTIONAL CHARACTERISTICS

Source of Financial Aid

institutional Characteristics

Number
of

Students NDSL_

CWS
not
NDSL

NDSL
not
CWS

Neither
(ECG

only)
_ _ _

(1) EOG Program Size

Small (1,840) 199 31.0 24.3 24.8

Medium (30225) 23.9 19.3 34.9 22.0

Large (50101) 19.7 15.0 47.3 18.0

2 Institution generally
requires that student:

(a) Takt a loan (4,696) 23.2 16.1 43.3 17.4

(h) Work at term job (4,045) 23.2 25.2 34.1 17.5

Federal Region

1 Boston (578) 22.1 18.7 37.5 21.6

2 New York (785) 12.2 23.8 27.3 36.7

3 Philadelphia (989) 13.1 23.9 28.8 34.2

4 Atlanta (1,657) 26.4 23.1 36.5 14.0

5 Chinago (2,243) 21.4 14.0 44.6 19.9

6 Dallas (1,170) 25.6 17.7 46.9 9.7

7 Kansas City (916) 21.3 15.8 47.4 15.5

8 Denvcr (510) 22.7 21.8 39.2 16.3

9 San Francisco (731) 18.5 21.9 35.8 23.8

10 Seattle (297) 26.6 22.9 31.3 19.2
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TMLE A5.5

PERCENTAGE OF STUDENTS RECEIVING STATE
SCHOLARSHIPS OR OTHER SCHOLARSHIPS

BY FEDERAL REGION

Percentage Percentage
Receiving Receiving

State Other
Federal Region Scholarships Sc_loial:EL (n)

1 18.3% 41.5% (578)

2 49.0 24.3 (785)

36.1 29.3 (989)

4 4.8 14.8 (1,657)

22.4 31.1 (2,243)

6 1.6 13.1 (1 170)

7 8-8 28.9 (916)

8 6.3 19.8 ( 10)

9 15 5 21.1 (731)

10 7.7 15.5 (297)
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TABLE A5.6'

PERCENTAGE OF STUDENTS RECEIVING STATE OR
OTHER SCHOLARSHIPS (NON FEDERALLY

FUNDED) BY SELECTED STUDENT
CHARACTERISTICS

Non-Federal Source of
Financial Aid

State Other

Selected Student Characteristics Scholarship §jq.1112..st..ak 01_

(1) High School Quartile Placement

Top quartile

Second quartile

Bottom half

(2 ) Gross Family Income

Under $3000

$3000-5999

$6000 or more

Race

Black

White

(4) Mean SAT-V

All students 508

Black 408

White 522

22.3% 34.3% (4,149)

17.2 17.2 (1,899)

14.1 16.1 (1,191)

14.4% 28.1% (2,485)

16.5 24.5 (4,320)

21.2 29.4 (2,876)

10 7% 26.0% (2,390)

21.9 27 7 (6,534)

(10101) 509 ,368)

(101) 417 (296)

(838) 538 (945)
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TABLE AS.7

NUMBER OF STUDENTS WITH NATIONAL DEFENSE
LOANS OR WORK STUDY JOBS: STUDENT

SAMPLE AND FAO SAMPLE

( ) NDSL

stvitaIjm:EuLialIla
Yes No

Y s 4,314 898

No 468 2,036

% A eement: 82% (7 716)

CWS

AO Sa e Stuf_

Yes No

2,524 560

No 576 3,887

% Agreement: (7,547)

Yes

2 9



TABLE A5.8

SOURCE OF FEDERAL FINANCIAL AID*
BY SELECTED CHARACTERISTICS

Selected Charac e-zis ics

(1) Student

Race and Family Imlome

Under _3000

Scurce of Federal Fin Aal Aid

CWS
and
NDSL

CWS
not
ND$L.

NDSL
not
CWS

Neither
CWS nor
NDSL

268

(n)

(EOG
aRly)

Black 33.1% 19.4% 32.7% 14.8% (459)

White 26 5 16.6 42.1 14.8 (1,042)

$3000-5999
Black 30.9 18.4 32.7 17.9 (608)

White 24.0 14.2 43 8 18.0 (2,208)

$6000-7499
Black 26-2 20.7 32.9 20.1 (164)

White 24 7 12.7 46.2 16.4 (928)

$75C0-8999
Black 35.3 13.7 39.2 11.8 (51)

White 21.8 13.3 47.6 17.3 (481)

$9000 or more
Black 22.2 13 3 37.8 26.7 (45)

White 21.8 13 3 45.3 19.6 (316)

S udeht has State Scholarship

Yes 15.7 14.0 34.0 36.4 (1,290)

No 26.5 15.6 43.5 14.4 (6,262)

Institutiona

TYpe and Control

Private university 19.6% 7.9 44.2 28.2 (453)

Public university 19 3 11.5 49.8 19.4 (1 )874)

*Information about source of Federal fnanciaI. aid is obtained from

student, in contrast to data in Tables 5.4, 4.4, ane 5.8 where information

comes from FAO.
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TABLE A5.8--Continued

CWS
and

CWS
not

NDSL
not

Neither
CWS nor

(a)

(EOG

Selec ed Characteristics NDSL NDSL CWS NDSL only)

Private four-year 27.5% 14.0% 37.5% 20.9% (2,284)

Public four-iear 27.4 14.6 45.5 12.6 (20145)

Private two-year 32.4 20.9 26.9 19.8 (182)

Public two-year 22.0 40.1 20.6 17 3 (554)

Racial Composition

Predominantly white 23.9 14.8 42.6 18.7 (6,764)

Predominantly black 32 0 20.9 33.3 13.9 (628)
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Selected Charac e

A. Student

(1) Family Income

TABLE A5.9

PACKAGING OF STUDENT FINANCIAL AlD

BY SELECTED STUDENT AND

INSTITUTIONAL CHARACTERISTI

All

EOG,CWS Unobliga ed Other EOG

AND NDSL Funds* Sources Only

270

Under $3000 59.3% 11.7% 25.7% 3.2% (1,846)

$3000-5999 5.3 11.8 29.9 2.9 (3,215)

$6000-7499 48.5 13.0 35.8 2.8 (1,172)

$7500-8999 47,9 13.4 36.2 2.4 (582)

$9000 or more 43.4 12.8 42.6 1.1 (373)

Race

American Indian 78.8% 9.1% 6.1% 6.1% (33)

Black 81.5 11.0 5.4 2 1 (2,390)

Oriental-American 76.8 19.5 3.7 (82)

Spanish-surnamed 72.8 17.1 6.7 3.4 (584)

White 79.8 13.4 4.8 2.1 (6,534)

Institutional

Racial Composition

Predominantly black 84.5% 8.8% 3 o 3 5 (980)

Predominantly white 78.3 13.7 5.4 2.7 9,183)

Type-Control

Private university 73.4% 24.6% 1 6% .5% (627)

Public university 76.5 13.5 6.2 3.8 (2,543)

Private four-year 72.8 19.4 5.9 1.8 (2,939)

Public four-year 86.8 6,3 3.9 3.0 (2,990)

Private two-year 72.8 13.0 4.7 9.4 (235)

Public two-year 84.7 6.5 6.5 2.3 (829)

Total 78.9% 13 2% 2% 2.8% (100166)

*Grants scholarships, wai s; no loans or wo
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TABLE A7.1

PERCENTAGE OF INSTITUTIONS REPORTLNG THAT EOG

PROGRAM HAS HAD LITTLE IMPACT BY SELECTED

INSTITUTIONAL CHARACTERISTICS

Selected Institu ional
Characteristics

Percentage
Reporting

act

Number of problems

None 29.2-- (590i

One 33,6 (446)

32.7 (297)

Three or more

cruitment index

35.5 (172)

Zero 40.5 (430)

One 37.4 (417)

Two 24.8 (318)

Three or more 20.6 (344)

Supportive services index

Zero 45.3- (95)

One 37.2 (183)

33.1 (S19)

Thi,,) or four 27.4 (696)

Positive effects index
Zero 52.5% 358)

One 33.9

TWo 16.6
_576)

(576)
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TABLE '07.

EXTENT TO WPICH GATHERING RACE/ETHNIC DATA IS
A PROBLEM BY NUMBER OF BLACK AND SPANISH

STUDENTS, AND BY RACIAL COMPOSITION
OF INSTITUTION

Item 1111"

Extent of Problem

Minor No Problem

Mean number black students 26.9 (352) 31.7 (607) 58.7 (423)

Mean number Spanish students 10.0 (238) 15.6 (348) 18.8 (171)

Racial composition of
institution

Predominantly white 26.2% 43.7% 30 1% ,533)

Predominantly black 5.6 19.7 74.6 (71)
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TABLE A7.3

"PERCEIVED SUCCESS" OF EGG PROGRAM BY
SELECTED INSTITUTIONAL CHARACTERISTICS

Selected Institutional Characteris ics

Per Cent Report ing

Program Definitely
Successful

Type and Control

Private university 84.9% (53)

Public university 79.5 (117)

Private four-year 83.6 (666)

Public four-year 80.8 (261)

Private two-year 84.4 (122)

Public two-year 72.9 (395)

Racial Composition

Predominantly white 91.7 (72)

Predominantly black 79.8 (1,542)

School Quality

High 83.0% (382)

Medium 82.2 (482)

Low 77.3 (653)

Program Size

Small 77.5 (1;010)

Medium 84.5 (407)

Lsege 86.3 (197)



APPENDIX B

INSTITUTIONAL AND STUDENT RESPONSES BY

INSTITUTIONAL TYPE AND CONTROL
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Section I, ene al Institutional Data_

Estimated number of Educational
(Notification to Members of Con ress, EOG Report No. 1-69)

University Fou -Year
P

lic
lUTT

Pri-
vate

Pub-
lic

Pri-
vate

67) (305) (814)

unity Grants

1--99 .14% 21% 30% 66%
100-199 11 22 25 24
200-29 13 25 16 6
$00-399 11 12 12 2
400-499 13 6 6
500 and over 38 13 12 I

Actual number of Educational 0
(for sample schools only

Under 25 2% 3% 3% 10%
25- 49 2 - 1 14
SO- 99 5 5 8 30
100-149 4 10 15 21
150-199 8 15 10 7
200-299 13 28 21 8
300-399 13 18 19 6
400-499 19 3 8 2
SOO or more 35 18 16 3
Other (25) (28) (134) (574)

Federal region

Region 1 4$ 13% 7% 10%
Region 2 3 17 8 10
Region 3 8 21 14 14
Region 4 15 6 20 15
Region 5 23 17 11 22
Region 6 13 11 15 6
Region 7 8 8 7 11
Region 8 10 2 8 2
Region 9 13 4 7 7
Region 10 4 2 4 3

87
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Two-Year
Pub- Fri-
lic vate
(467) (155)

89% 93%
7 5

2 1

1 1

* -

44% 56%
21 IS

13 15

12 12

2

2 -

(346) (121)

6% 17%
10 6
5 11

17 32
16 14

9 7

8 9
6 1

18 1

8 2



276

Four7Year Two-Year
PUb- Pri- Piab- Pri- Pub- Pri-
lic vate lic vate lic vate

Unive sity

(131) (67) 305 (814) (467) (155)

Race

White 99% 99% 89% 94% 98% 96%
Negro 1 1 11 6 2 4

1966 total undergraduate enrollment

Less than 500 6% 5% 15% 12% 47%
SOO- 999 9 6 9 34 19 3
1000-2999 26 28 51 40 29 11

3000-4999 31 SO 28 4 11 1

5000 or more 29 17 7 6 28 18
No information (96) (49) (100) (23) (SO) (-)

Data on county in which Institution is located:

Pe cent

Mean percent 70.0% 91.2% 64.7% 71.0% 66.1% 67.8%
S.D. 20.5 12.3 24.3 24.4 23.4 26.0
(N) (127) (66) (291) (795) (460) (140)

Percent rural

Mean percent 7.9% 4.4% 11.8-: 10.0% 10.4: 14.9%
S.D. 8.7 5.3 10-4 10.9 10.3 13.8
(N) (111) (21) (24 ) 591) (384) 112)

Percent non-white

Mean percent 13.6% 17.2% 13.9% 11.1% 10.5% 15-5%
S.D. 17.4 15.3 15.3 12.0 12.3 15.9
(N) (119) (66) (242) (670) 415) 134)

Median family income

Less than $4000 9% 3% 20% 9% 14% 25%
$4000-$4999 21 6 26 19 16 20
$5000-$5999 36 40 34 35 35 26
$6000-$6999 25 36 14 24 20 15
$7000 or more 8 15 7 13 14 13

infbrmation (1) (-) (5) (8) (1) (4)

88



1969 total undergraduate enrollment

Uffiarer2Li.t-

Pub-
lic

Pri-
_vate_

(131) (67)

Under SOO 4% 3%
SOO- 999 5 -

1000-2999 6 20
3000-4999 11 43
5000 or more 74 34
No information (3) (2)

'2 9
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Four-Year Twq-Year
Pub-

lic

Pri-
vate

Pub- Pri-

vatp
(305) (814)

_lic

(467) (155)

4% 22% 23% 58%
7 40 29 27

36 36 37 13

25 2 7 1

28 1 3 -

(1) ( 1) (7 ) (13)
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Sec ion II. Institutional suestionnaire

Two-Yeariversity Four-Year
Pu Pri- Pdb-

lic
Pri-
vate

Pub-
lic

Pri-
_lic _vate

(117) (53) (262) (667) (398)

_vate

(123)

In which academic year did the EOG program start
at your school?

1966-67 89% 98% 88% 80% 40% 48%
1967-68 8 2 8 10 20 26
1968-69 1 4 6 17 14
1969-70 2 4 22 12
No answer (7) (21) (9) (4)

2. How important was each of the following individuals
in the decision to participate in the EOG program?

Financial aid officer

Very important 96% 98% 91% 89% 86% 83%
Somewhat important 3 2 5 7 7 10
Not at all important 2 - 4 4 7 7
No answer (3) ( ) (16)

(b ) President of InstItution

(29) (34) (8)

Very important 64% 65% 69% 70% 73% 76%
Somewhat important 27 20 24 23 20 17
Not at all important 9 16 8 7 7 7
No answer (3) (2) (11) (22) (17) (8)

Ttustees

Very impor ant 12% 11% 11% 12% 18% 17%
Somewhat important 23 20 24 34 33 37
Not at all important 65 68 66 54 48 46
No answer (17) (9) (50)

(d ) Admissions officer

_89) (60) (31)

Very important 18% 43% 19% 46% 26% 55%
Somewhat important 28 41 37 36 35 36
Not at all important SS 16 43 18 40 8
No answer (9) (4) (26) (54) (57) (16)

ness than 1% designated-by an asterisk.
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University
Pub- Pri-
lic vate

Four-Year _TWo-Year

Pub-
lic

Pri-
vate

Pub-
lic

Pri-
_vate

(e) Faculty
(117) (-3) (262) (667) 398) (123)

Very important 6% 8% 6% 6% 4% 4%

Somewhat important 24 29 33 31 30 41

Not at all important 70 63 60 63 65 SS

No answer (14) (4) (34) (86) (64) (27)

Did you have enough EOG money for 1969-70 to
give initial year grants to every student who
qualified under the grant determination formula?

Yes 33% 33% 27% 37% 35% 34%

No 67 67 73 63 65 66

No answer (-) (2) (4) (8) (4) (2)

(b ) IF NO

In determining which of the financially eligible
students should be zwarded a. initial year EOG,
to whom did you give preference?

Students already enrolled 19% 12% 25% 34%

Entering freshmen 87 100 86 79

Students with better
academic performance 17 12 23 25

Students of extreme
financial need 97 91 98 95

Students of minority
group background 65 70 61 68

Those who don't quali
for other forms of
financial aid 13 15 12 19

In-state or local
residents 24 19 6

Other 11 12 12 8

Of full-time students who have exceptional financial
need, which types are generally not awarded EOGs?

First term students 2% - 3% 2%

Transfer students 13 17 11 17

Married students 54 50 43 38

Students whose grades are
poor, even though
not failing 6 8 16 15

Evening students

(full-time) 41 43 43 35

2 9

40%
68

46%
68

20 18

99 98

58 61

16 20

29 9
10 9

2% 2%

14 18

25 26

12 15

34 35
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University FourrTear_ .TWo7Year

Pub- Pri- PUb- Pri-

Jic _yap lic vete

(117) (53) (262) (667)

SCa Does the financial aid office have established
practices regarding the packaging of financial
aid for an LOG recipient?

Yes 88% 75% 86% 77%

i2 24 14 22

Nu answer (2) (-) (2) (11)

Ob In general, is each LOG recipient at yot
institution required to:

Take out a

Yes 52% 58% 54% 53%

No 40 42 40 46

Either loan or work 8 - 6 1

No answer (3) (1) (12) (28)

Work at a term j_ob?

Yes 36% 30% 44% 48%
No 56 70 51 51

Either work or loan 8 - 6 1

No answer (8) (3) (19) 39)

(c ) Do you lighten the term job requirements for
EOG students, as compared with other students
who receive financial aid?

Yes 33% 37% 31% 28%
No 67 63 69 72

No answer (5) (7) (9) (41)

Please ind cate the extent to whIch each of the
following aspects pk the EOG program is a
problem at your instituiion:

indin students who are e ible for E

Major problem 6% 19% 5%
Minor problem 28 27 20
No problem 66 54 76

No answer (1) (1) (1)

.292

Pub-
lic

Pri-
vate

(398) (123)

82% 83%
18 17

( ) (4)

40% 41%

57 58
3 2

(53) (10)

69% 61%
28 37

3 2

(26) (7)

26% 15%

74 85

(15)

19% 10% 13%

30 29 24

SI 61 63

(8) (-) (1)



6(b) Estimatg initial year
funds that will be needed

Major problem
Minor problem
No problem
No answer

(c)
funds that will be needed

Major problem
Minor problem
No problem
No answer

(d) Keepin informed about
changes in the program
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University Four-Year _TWo-Year

Pub Pri- Pub- Pri- Pub-

lic vate lic vate lic pte_

(117)

21%
56
23
(2)

13%
63
24

(1)

Major problem 9%

Minor problem 31

No problem 60
No answer (2)

(e ) Kee ing the information on each
student Which EOG forms require

Major problem 22%
Minor problem 46
No problem 32

No answer (2)

(f ) Gathering race and ethnic
-

ta

Major problem 46%
Minor problem 32

No problem 22
No answer (1)

Cg Ti 'n on notification by_ USOE
of avail zlityo unds

Major problem
Minor problem
No problem
No answer

59%
32
9

(1)

(53) (262) (667) (398) 123)

29% 18% 35% 27% 32%

48 56 52 52 46

23 26 13 22 22

(1) (1) (6) (-) (1)

19% 15% 14% 22% 16%

53 56 54 57 63

28 29 32 21 21

(-) (1) (6) (5) (1)

8% 6% 11% 18% 14%

35 36 39 47 52

58 58 49 34 34

(1) (1) (7) (1) (1)

15% 13% 12% 17% 13%

42 46 44 51 39

42 40 44 32 48

(1) (-) (9) (3) (2)

43% 27% 22% 24% 14%

45 43 43 45 40

11 29 35 31 47

(-) (-) (10) (-) (5)

69% 56% 62% 43% 48%
19 30 30 42 39

12 14 8 16 13

(1) (3) 13) (6) (8)

3
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6(h) Other problem

University
Pub- Pri-
lie yap

Four-Year Two-year
Pub-
lic

(262)

Pri-
vate

Pub-
lie

Pri-
._vate

(123)(117) (53) (667) (398)

Major problem 75% 86% 80% 80% 81% 75%

Minor problem 17 14 11 13 5

No problem 8 8 6 14 25

No answer (105) (46) (227) (591) (355) (115)

7 las the total EOG allocation to your instifution
this year adequate for your needs, inadequate,
or more than adequate?

Adequate 40% 35% 28% 41% 38% 34%

Inadequate 56 58 67 53 57 60

More than adequate 4 8 5 5 5 6

No answer (4) (1) (3)

(b) If your school had the same total amount of EOG
funds, and there were no Federal restrictions in
determining the size of an individual grant,
would you prefer to allocate:

(6) (3) (2)

Smaller amounts to more
students 31% 17% 3c 33% 45% 37%

Larger amounts to fewer
students 7 23 5 14 6 14

According to the present
formula 62 60 57 52 49 49

No answer (1) (1) (1) (9) (1 ) (2)

In actual practice, how often do you find that
you limit the size of individual FOG awards in
order to stretch the allocation over a larger
number of students?

Often 20% '10% 31% 22% 40% 34%

Occasionally 43 44 42 48 39 49

Never 36 46 27 30 20 17

No answer (2) (1) (3) (S) (3) (3)
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University Four7Year Two-Year

Pub- Pri- Pub- Pri- Pub- Pri-

lic _lic _vate lic_ vate

(117) (53F (262) (667) (398) (123)

If you are to have sufficient time to determine
the nubber and size of EOG awards for a given
year, what is the latest month that USOE should
notify ,you About the size of your allocation?

Jpnuary 8% 14% 12%

FeLruary 29 37 17

March 37 27 36

April 12 14 21
8 2 8

June 2 2 1

July-December 5 4 4

No answer 2) (2)

10. How often do you speak in person or on the
telephone to eadh of the following about matte s
relating to the EOG program?

LOG Washington Branch

Several times a month
or more 1% 2%

Several times a year 3i 28
Almost never 68 70
No answer

(b) DSFA Washington

(2) (3)

Several times a month
or more 1% -

Several times a year 21 26
Almost never 78 73
No answer (2) (4)

Regional o fice of DHEWOE

Several times a month
or more 12% 10%

Several times a year 71 63
Almost never 17 27
No answer (1) (2)

295

13% 2% 10%

22 9 18

37 32 38

13 23 20

6 15 8

2 9 1

7 10 5

20) (16) (8)

1% *

13 12 13 15

87 88 87 85

(-) (6) (8) (4)

/% * 1%

13 12 15 17

86 88 85 82

(4) (8) (8) (3)

10% 4% 4% 2%
71 71 70 69.

18 25 26 29

( ) (6) (8) (2)
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10(d) Aid administrators at

University_ Four7Year.
Pub- Pri-
lic vate

Two-Year

Pub-
lic

Pri-
vate

Pub-
lic

Pri-
vate_

(117) (53) (262) (667) (398) (123)

other institutions

Several times a month
or more 23% 20% 23% 16% 22% 11%

Several times a year 62 59 64 68 66 75

Almost never 14 22 13 16 12 14

No answer

(e) Other administrators

(-) (2) (-) (4) (1) (-)

2!_your institution

Several times a month
or more 45% 39% 52% 54% 59% 8%

Several times a year 34 47 38 36 30 38

Almost never 21 14 10 9 14 4

No answer (3) (2) (-) (7) (4) (1)

11. Does your institution utilize any of the
following means for recruiting disadvanta d
students?

Conditional grant commi
o 10th or 11th graders

Regularly 3% 4% 8% 3% 2% 2%

Occasionally 20 21 23 20 13 15

Not at all 77 75 69 77 85 83

No answer

(b) Regplar contact with high

(-) (-) (3) (6) (8) (2)

ELISALLS-PE------.°rare"

Regularly 74% 92% 74% 67% 74% 58_

Occasionally 21 6 23 27 22 35

Not at all 5 2. 3 6 4 6

No answer

(c) Participation in pro

(-) (-) (1) (2) (4) (1)

like Upward Boun

Regularly 68% 83% 54% 40% 27% 33
Occasionally 20 13 30 38 .38 37
Not at all 12 4 16 22 35 30
No answer (-) (1) (5) (13) (8) (1)
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11(d) Contact with community

UniVersitL
"-b- Pri-
Lic vate

(117) (53)

agencies, church groups etc.

Regularly 44% 54%

Occasionally 47 42

Not at all 9 4

No answer (-) (1)

Contact with Urban Lea ue
NAACP, etc.

Regularly 58%

Occasionally 36

Not at all 2:s 6

No answer () )

(f) Coordination of recruitment
activities with other colleges

Regularly 28% 33
Occasionally 46

Not at all 27 29

No answer

(g) Lowering or waiving

(1) (1)

admissions criteria

Regularly 27% 44%

Occasionally 34 44

Not at all 39 12

No answer (1) (3)

(h) §IttiligLaEL4S122#s eX0OsiVel-
for assistance to disadVanta ed
students

Regularly 43% 74%

Occasionally 30 :14

Not at all 27 12.

No answer (2) (2)

Other inans

Regularly 77% -100%

Occasionally 15

Not at all 8 -

No answer (104) (47)

297
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Four-Year Two-Year
Pub- Pri-Pub- Pri-

11c vate lic .vate_

(262) (667) (398) (123)

37% 47% 41% 45%

52 43 49 51

11 10 10 4

(4) (5) (4) (1)

23% 27% 24% 18%

45 44 38 43

32 28 38 38

(4) (6) (6) (1 )

5 21% 19% 15%

39 33 37 41

36 46 43 44

(2) (10) (10) (1)

19% 24% 22% 16%

37 Si 18 50

44 25 60 34

(5) (7) (31) (4)

28% 44% 28% 32%

33 32 34 42

39 25 38 26

(8) 15) (11) (2)

58% 66% 79% 71%

23 21 8 -

19 13 13 29

(236) 605) (359) (116)
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University Four7Year Two-Year

Pub- Pri- Pub-
lic vate lic

Pri-
vate

Pub-
_lic

Pri-
vate

(123)(117) (5i) (262)

12(a) Does your institution have a special program
to recruIt disadvantaged students?

(667) (398

Yes 68% 79% 53% 44% 42% 30%

No 32 21 47 56 58 70

No answer (-) (-) (5) (7) (4) (1)

IF YES:

(lb Office or ti-le of adminIstrator of special
program:

Special title 49% 28% 47% 20%
Financial aid officer

or bursar 5 2 9 9

Registrar 11 37 17 40

Student dean or counselor 5 7 8

Other college officer 26 23 14 17

No information given
(but have program) 2 5 5 3

No answer (38) (10) (125) (376)

c Is directing this program the sole or primary
responsibility of the person indicated above?

Yes 69% 42% 52% 30%

No 31 58 48 70

No answer (39) (10) (126) (378)

(d) Are LOG funds used to provide financial aid
to students recruited under this program?

Yes 99% 98% 98%

No 1 2 1

No answer (39) (10) (126)

IF NO SPECIAL PROGRAM:
(e) Have you ever had such a program.

Yes 13% 33% 6*

No 87 67 94
No answer (78) (44) (147)
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2-0 14%

18 24
9 30

20 3

13 24

3 5

(232) (86)

38% 39%
62 61

(233) (87)

97% 93% 91%

3 7 8

(375)

8%
92

(300)
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6% 4%

94 96
(181) (43)
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Univer it- Four-Year Two-Year
Pub- Pri- Pub- Pri- Pub- Pri-
lic vate lic vate lic vate

(117) (53) (262) (667) (398) (123)

13. Institutions indicating that they do not
specifically attempt to recruit disadvantaged
students:

Do not attempt to recruit 14% 8% 24% 24% 30% 29%
No answer (85) (92) (76) (76) (70) 71)

14. Which of the following facto s either limit or
prevent your institution from recruiting
disadvantaged students?

Sufficient applicants who
fall into the "disadvan-
taged" category 22% 13% 40% 28% 45% 39%

Inadequate funds for
recruitment activities 41 21 42 38 42 41

Inadequate funds for
financial aid to such
students 44 49 46 62 41 49

Inadequate funds for
supportive services SO 43 46 SS 41 44

The curriculum is too
rigorous for such
students 18 17 12 22 4 6

Religious or social cli-
mate would be hard for
students to adjust to 10 1

Unprepared for kinds of
problems other schools
have had 5 9

Concerned about reaction
of alumni, community,
etc.

°tiler 14 6

.299
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University Four-Year o-Year
Pub- Pri- Pub- Pri-
lie _vate lic vate
(117) (53) (262) (667)

15(a) What is your best esti ate of the proportion
of all full-time undergraduates for whom the
regular admissions criteria are modified?

Mean percent 3.7% 6.7-_ 4.5% 7.7%
S.D. 3.2 8.3 4.3 9.2
(N) (66) (45) (152) (498)

Ob For what proportion of LOG recipients would
you say regular admissions criteria are
modified?

b-
lic

Pri-
vate

398) (123)

7.8% 9.9%
8.5 7.5
(96) (69)

Mean percent 18.8% 31.4% 15.1% 19.0% 24.4% 23.6%
S.D. 21.0 27.3 19.3 20.9 27.4 24.6
(N) (54) (42) (139) (459) (74) (66)

16 Are the following services available at your
institution for students who are having
difficulty with academic work?

Remedial courses 69% 66% 59% 52% 92% 75%
Special tutoring 80 85 71 65 56 58
Extra counseling 85 98 80 81 89 80
Other 10 11 8 9 11 7
No services available - - - -

17(a ) If any undergraduate's academic work falls
below accepted limits, is he required to attend
remedial, counseling or tutorial programs?

Yes 21% 28% 27% 37% 39% 53%
No 79 72 73 63 61 47
No answer (4) (3) (29) (73) (24) 18)

b) Are any entering freshmen required to attend
such programs on the basis of their records
at the time of admission?

Yes 51% 47% 49% 56% 68% .74%
No 49 53 51 44 32 26
No answer (3) (-) (32) (81) (18) (15)
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University_ Pour-Year No -Year

Pub- Pri- Pub-

lie yate lie

Pri-
vate

Pub-
lic_yate
(398)

Pri-

(117) (53) (262)

18(a) What is your best estimate of the proportion
of all full-time undergraduate students who

(667) (123)

have used remedial or tutorial services while
enrolled at your institution?

Mean percent 9.5% 9.6% 10.7% 12.2% 19.1% 20.4%

S.D. 13.0 10.5 10.3 14.3 15.7 17.6

(N) (88) (44) (190) (506) (344) (103)

(b) About what proportion of current EOG re_cipients
would you estimate have received such services
while enrolled at your institution?

Mean percent 22.5% 28.4% 20.9%
S.D. 22.0 25.5 21.7
(N) (87) (42) (189)

19. Are students who are having difficulty with
academic work encouraged to take fewer credits
than the usual full-time load?

Yes 79% 84% 86%

No 21 16 14

No ans er (4) (3) (8)

20(a) Are students ever employed as tutors for other
students who require special academic work?

21.0% 32.9 2944%

22.0 27.0 25.2

(483) (331) (100)

89% 92% 86%

11 8 14

(19) (7) (2)

Yes 87% 92% 75% 72%

No 13 8 25 28

No answer (1) (-) (3) (6)

IF YES:
Ob Have college Work-Study funds been used for

this purpose?

60% 48%
40 52

(2) (2)

Yes 63% 48% 67 44% 52% 33%

No 37 52 33 56 48 67

No answer (11) (3) (55) (143) (118) (51)
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University Four-Year Two-Year
Pub- Pri- Pub-
lic vate lic

Pri-
vate

Pub-
lic

Pri-
vate

-(117) -(53) (262)

21. If, at the end of a semester, an EOG student
is doing failing work, is the financial aid
office notified?

(667) (398) (123)

Yes 68% 81% 75% 80% 77% 82%
No 32 19 25 20 23 18
No ans r (2) (-) (3) (11) (9) (3)

22. Would you say that in general, the 20G program
at your institution has been successful in its
stated purpose?

Definitely yes 79% 81% 4 73% 84%
Probably yes
Probably or definitely no 20 1 16 27 16
No answer (-) (1) (1) (3) (1)

23(a) Have you had any increase in enrollment of
black or other minority group students at
'your institution since 1966?

Yes 95% 98% 89% 87% 79% 79%
No 5 2 11 13 21 21
No answer (4) (-) (8) (16) (25) (6)

(b)

IF YES:

Would you say that this increase has been:

Largely due to the avail-
ability of BOG funds 13% 4% 11% 21% 28%

Partly due to BOG, partly
other factors 72 75 64 61 58 55

Mostly due to other
factors 15 21 25 18 34 16

No answer (11) (1) (36) (93) (98) (31)

(c ) Has your inst tu ion been under pressure from
the community to admit minority group students?

A great deal of pressure 7% 17% 4% 2% 2% 2%
Some pressure SO 54 20 26 16 16
No pressure 43 29 76 72 83 82
No answer (2) (1) (7) (17) (18) (2)
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University Pour-Year Two7Year
Pub- Pri- Pub- Pri- Pub-

vate _lic :4Nat vate_

117I (53) (262) (667) (398) (123)

24. Which of the following statements describe
effects which EOG has had at your institution?

Enabled us to award grants
for the first time

Enabled us to distribute
financial aid to more

6% 24% 10% 36% 19%

students 98 89 97 94 95 95
Enabled us to award more

to each student 90 71 92 85 92 88
Fostered unrealistic
expectations among
students about financial
aid available 35 31 37 36 24 28

Made us more willing to
take a diance on "high-
risk" students 59 60 59 59 46 53

Made students less willing
to take loans or work 41 21 39 26 28 28

Brought a new type of
student to institution 63 57 61 66 52 64

Made it more difficult to
raise scholarship money
from private sources 13 18 10 6 4 2

Served as an impetus for
recruitment efforts
among minority groups 80 86 73 78 62 73

Has had little impact at
our institution 26 31 33 28 36 40

25(a ) Does your institution have any plans to with-
draw from the EOG program in the next few years?

Yes -% % % *
Possibly 2 1 2 2
No 98 100 99 98. 98
No answer (-) (-) (1) (3) (3

(c ) Do you plan to expand, reduce or maintain the
BOG program at its current level during the
next few years?

3

97

Expand the program 89% 90% 88% 81% 89% 83%
Reduce the program 1 - * * * -
Maintain the program at

its current level 10 16 12 19 11 17
No answer (6) (1) (4) (25) (24) (8)
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Universi Pour-Year Two-Year_

Pub- Pri- PUb- Pri- OUb-

_lic vate lic vate_ .lic :trate.

Tir7T (53) (262) (667) (398) (123)

26. What are the annual charges for a full-time

undergraduate student at your institution fo

(a ) TUi ion and fees for in-state or local

residents:

Mean amount $446 $1934 $390

S.D. 231 656 227

(N) (116) (53) (258)

Cb Tuition and fees for out-of-stat or out-of-

aistrict, residents:

Mean amount $1070 $1082 $839

S.D. 411 622 322

(N) (112) (5) (255 )

(c ) Room and board for those living in college

facilities on campus:

$1474
567

(664)

$1542
1271
(41)

$284 $1035
279 474
(374) (120)

$591 119

414 865
(374) (22)

Mean amount $948 $1111 $832 $953 $803 $914

S.D. 169 247 195 211 242 320

(N) (107) (52) (237) (617) (107) (105)

27. Approximate percent of the full-time undergraduate

student body receiving any form of financial aid

(i.e., grants, scholarships, loans, tuition waivers, etc

Mean percent 31.3% 46.2% 38.9% 47.1% 23 5% 40.0%

S.D. 15.6 17.3 20.7 19.2 15.6 24.4

(N) (113) (Si) (256) (654) (382) (120)
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University Four-Year
Pub- Pri-
lic

TWo7Year
Pri-
vate

Pub- Pri-
lic vate

Pub-
ic

(117) (53) (262)

.vate.

(667) (398) (123)

28(a) Number of students receiving EOG inItial
year grants for 1969-70:

Under 25 9% 17% 16% 51% 51% 66%
25- 49 10 17 20 28 28 21
50- 99 21 40 24 14 15 11

100-149 15 6 19 4 4 1
150-199 10 4 9 1 1 1
200-299 18 11 7 1 11 -

300 or more 18 6 5 * 1

No answer (3) ( -) (6) (11) (13) )

Mean nunber of 178 102 102 37 39 24
S.D. 164 118 96 41 52 25
(N) (114) (53)

(b ) NuMber of students receiving EOG renewal
grants for 1969.40

(256) (656) (385) (118)

Under 25 12% 2% 15% 30% 80% 76%
25- 49 5 8 15 32 13 16
50- 99 11 27 17 24 5 6
100-149 12 27 17 7
150-199 9 15 13 4
200-299 21 13 11 2
300 or more 30 8 11 1 1

No answer (7) (1) (9) (31) (112 ) (22)

Mean numbe RY's 245 181 141 56 20 29
S.D. 224 227 144 60 46 95
(M) (111) (53) (254 ) (636) (286) (101)
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Univers it1 Four-Year

29. Number of all students receiving
and renewal LOWsduring 1969-70,

ftb-
lic

Pri-
vate

Pub-
lie_

(117) (53)

initial

(262)

Mean number of blacks 82 57 76

S.D. 115 75 150
(N)

(b) Mean number of Spanish-

(92

34

(51)

9

(236)

26surnamed Americans
S.D. 61 12 54
(N)

(c ) Mean numez 1C

(64) (44) (135)

Indians 7 4 5

S.D. 10 6 10

(N)

(id ) MnwerofQrierita1

(54) 11) (72 )

Americans 8 7 6
S.D. 14 8 14
(N) (64) (40) (82)

(c

Mean percent of all students currently
receiving LOG who:

) Are male
S.D.
(N)

Are_married
S.D.
(4)

0%1)

Id Were in

52.6%
14.2
(101)

62.7%
19.3
(46)

45.0%
16.2
(242)

7.2% 4.6% 9.2%
7.0 3.6 9.9
(89) (35) (210)

59.7% 64.8% 64.9%
26.4 27.1 25.3
(89) (42) (217)

Pri-
vate
(667)

294

Two-Year
Pub- Pri-
lic vate
(398) 123)

30 19 17

85 42 44

(595) (315) (103)

9 11

45 20
(294) (190)

2

2

(102)

3

7

2

2

2

34

10

20
(11)

3 2

2

(9)(143) (58)

56.1% 50.2%
22.7 16.8
(520) (359)

8.4% 13.0%
8.7 11.1
(457) (271)

72.5% 58.0%
25.4 30.5
(577) (98)

49.1%
19.7
(91)

8.6%
7.9
(53)

70.1%
26.9
(101)

49.2% 58.1% 38.7% 45.4% 22.6% 27.8%
24.4 29.4 22.0 25.1 16.5 17.4

(83) (42) (195) (508) (265) (88)
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University Four-Year Two-Year

Pri

lic vate_ lic vete_ lic. _vate

TITTr (93) -062) (667) (SW (123)

) Were in the 2nd quartile
of their high school
graduating class 29.7% 28.0% 37.4% 3 8% 32.9% 36.1%

S. 14.7 22.7 16.5 7.3 17.9 17.7

(N)

f) Were in the bottom half

(80)

22.1%

(42)

19.6%

(200)

24.5%

506)

24.6%

(289)

48.5%

(99)

43.3%
of_their_higk

school class_grauating_
S.D. 20.6 19.3 19.0 20.0 24.8 235

(N) (77). (27) (188) (448) (305) (95)

Nuither of all 1968-69 EOG recipients.

Under 25
25- 49
50--99
100-149
150-199
200-299
300 or more
No answer

Mean nuMber of
1968-69 awards

(N)

8%
3

2%
4

7 15

7 12

6 15

12 15

59 36
(13 ) (1)

457 271
414- 20$ -

(110) (52)

,8% 13% 38% 44%

9 20 27 25

14 33 22 22

13 16 7 6

.12 7 4 1

14 6 .1 1

31 5 1 1

(16) 44) (107) (19)

241 99 52 44'

213- 102 :58 49

(246) 623) (291) (104)
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32. Mean percent of all 1968

(a) Reenrolled for 1969-70

University
Pub- Pri-

lic vate

Four-Year Two-Year

Pub-

lic

Pri-
vate

Pub-
vate

1171 (53) (262) (667)

69 EOG recipients who:

66.8% 71.2% 64.7% 66.8%
15.0 12.9 14.7 13.4
(90) (42) (233) (583)

14.0% 15.9% 14.1% 15.9%
12.5 5.9 9.6 8.8

(84) (42) (215) (544)

(398) (123)

41.9% 46.0%
16.3 18.5,

(247) (91)

25.0% 34.3%
15.0 19.8
(204) (84)

S.D.

(b) Graduated
S.D.
(R)

Transferred to another
6.9% 6.5% 6.0% 8.1% 19.0% 21.4%institution

S.D. 9.3 7.2... 7.0 7.6 12.9 18.9

(N) (71) (28) (178) (436) (197) (68)

(d) Dropped out 16.3% 6.9% 14.8% 12.0% 24.2% 17.6%

S.D. 10.9 6.6 10.2 10.0 13.4 11.7

(M)

(e) 1968-69 freshmen EOG

(82)

69.9%

(38)

79.7%

(211)

70.3%

(533)

75.5%

(226)

49.4%

(81)

61.6%
recipients who
reenrolled for 1969-70
S.D. 15.2 16.5 18.3 21.2 23.7 24.7
(M) (101) (50) (243) (606) (265) (97)

34. Mean number o uncle graduates who are:

Blacks 346 344 402 86 114 46

552 1016 852 320 265 87

(N)

(b) Spaniah-suRamed

(84) (43) (223) (599) (317) (107)

Americans 128 45 136 53 110 9

S.D. 235 63 431 415 263 19

(N) (65) (38) (160) 415) (241) (SS)

(c ) American In i 51 11 29 5 17 IS
S.D. 105 16 57 11 30 49

(N) (65 ) (22) (126) (200) (187 ) (21)

(d) Oriental Americ s 106 33 45 13 33 5

S.D. 173 36 134 48 74 7

(N) (67) (37) (154) SO) (185) (40)
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35(a Percent of those who applied
freshmen for 1969-70 who

Universit Four-Year TwoYear
Pvi-

lic vate
Pub-
lic

Pri-
vate_

(667)

Pub-
lic

Pri-
vate

(123)(117) (53) (262)

for admission as
were accepted:

(390

Mean percent 75.8% 58.6% 75.9% 73.5% 93.1% 82.6%

S.D. 19.2 23.0 22.0 19.7 14.2 18.4

(N) (104) (51) (237) (634) (374) (118)

(b) Percent of last year's freshLan who reenrolled
for 1969-70:

Mean percvnt 73.1% 86.2% 71.2% 76.0- 57.3' 66.6%

S.D. 11.8 9.0 13.1 15.2 15.8 14.3

(N) (93) (50) (228) (625) (350) (119)

(c) Mean percent of all full-time undergraduates who:

Are male 59.3% 67.3% 53.4% 58.2% 60.5% 55.6%

S.D. 11.3 14.3 14.9 21.9 10.3 18.6

(N) (100) (51) (240) (551) (365) (97)

Are married 17.2% 7.8% 17.5% 9.6% 16.2% 9.8%

11.6 5.2 .11.9 8.6 12.1 12.2

(N) (87) (41) (227) (605) (349) (98)

Live on cai 42.4% 52.5% 46.3% 66.1% 35.1% 60.6%

S.D. 23.2 24.2 23.3 23.4 24.9 27.1

(N) (89) (47) (218) (597) (101) (106)

Were in the top quartile

52.2% 67.4% 39.3% 43.4% 16.6% 20.5%
of their high scho
graduating class
S.D. 23.9 22.2 20.0 23.6 9.3 11.8

(N) (91) (47) (210) (580) (334) (109)
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Section III. Student Data Form

University Four-Year TWo-Year
Pub- Pri- Pub- Pri-
lic vate lic vate

(2,543) M-27)- (2,990)(2,939)
1. Year in school

Freshman 36% 27%
Sophomore 26 28
Junior 24 25
Senior 15 18
Other * 1

No answer (7) (3)

Transfér student

Yes 13%
No 87 91
No answer

classi ied as:

(69) 23

Resident student 72% 60%
Non-resident student 28 40
No answer 8 ) 30)

4. FOR NON-FRESHMEN

Pre-ent quartile placement

Top quarter 28% 28%
2nd quarter 33 28
3rd quarter 22 26
Bottom quarter 16 18
No answer (1,440)

(b) Present GPA in college

344_

Mean GPA 2;6 2.7
$ .D. 0.7 0.6
(N) (2,093) (439)

310

32% 29%
26 28
22 25
19 18
* *

(11) (10)

15% 8%

85 92
(110) (136)

Pub-
lic

P

vate
(829) (235)

58% SO%
40 37
1 S

* 7

1 *

(7) (2)

13% 7%

87 93
38) (19)

67% 70% 33% 56%
32 30 67 44
(59) (47) _23) (3)

28% 28% 21% 26%
37 32 30 27
23 25 34 30
12 15 14 16

1,666)(1,541)(567) (132)

2.5 2.5 2.3 2.4
0.6 0.7 0.7 0.6

(2,449)(2,309) (512) (168)



University
Pub: Pri-
lic vate

(2 543) (627)

Initial year 41% 34%

1st year renewal 31 34

2nd year renewal 19 21

3rd year renewal 8 10

More than one * *

No answer (29) (5)

Sources of financial aid

College Work-Study 28% 27%

Other student employment 6 11

Guaranteed loan 9 12

NDSL 64 66

Tuition waiver 6 3

State scholarship 16 27

Athietic scholarship 1 1
Other scholarship 21 51

Veterans' benefits 1 1
Disability benefits 1 *

Social Security
Survivors' benefits 4 5

Other source a 2

Amount of student's 1970 LOG

Mean
S.D.
(N)

_o_ t of LOG $573 $703
209 243

(2,504) 626)

Gross famiJy income

Mean family income
S.D.
(IN)

$4841 $5410

(22377 ) (591)

Number of dependents in student

Four-Year
Pub- Pri-
lic vate

(2,990)(2,939)

42% 38%
31 32

18 20

8 9

1 *

(29) (38)

43% 43%
4 14

6 15

68 SS
s s

14 22

2 3

12 37
1 2

* *

4 4

6 7

299

Two-Year
Pub- Pri-

lic vate
(829) (235)

73% 64%
24 26

2 2

2

6

(1)

65% 53%

7 8

12 12

38 48

7 s
6 15

3 4

13 19

2 -

1

6

7

$494 $638
197 237

$414
192

2 969)(2,910) (823)

$4374 $5172 $4287

-806)(2,717 ) (750)

Mean numbf,r of dependents 4

SiD. 2

(N) (2,349)

311

4
2

577)

4 4 4

2 2 2

815) 2,742) (772)

$518
261

(234)

$4225

(217)

4

2

(219)
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University Four-Year Two-Year

Pub- Pri- Pub- Pri- Pub- Pri-

lic vate lic vate lic vate

(2,990)(2,939) (839) (235)

Is student c assified as:

(2,543) (627)

Independent 13% 11%

Parent-suppo ted 87 89

No answer (42) (12)

11. piel _pchool _program ptsttylent.

12.

College preparatory 95% 94%

Non-college preparatory 5 6

No answer (641) 52)

s high school .La_.nk

Mean rank in high school 1.5 1.5

S.D. 1.8 2.0

(M) ( ,512) (462)

St n 's uartile placement
in high school

Top quarter 68%

2nd quarter 21

3rd quarter 7

Bottom quarter 3

No answer (829)

312

70%
19
8
3

(120)

17%
83
(51)

12%
88

(68)

25%
75

(18)

19%
81

(12)

90% 92% 77% 68%

10 23 32

601) 340) (146) 59)

2.2 2.1 4.0 3.4

2.1 2.3 2.6 2.7

(1,803)(2,376) (495) 158)

54% 57% 27% 40%

31 26 32 27

12 12 24 22

3 5 17 10
(972) (632 ) (307) (64)



14(a ) SAT-Verbal scores

University
Pub
lic

i-
vate
(627)(2,543)

Mean SAT-Verbal SOO 543

S.D. 104 106

(N)

(b) SAT

(746) (439 )

Mean SAT Math 528 571

S.D. 116 113

(1)

(c ) ACT Composite

(743) (439)

Mean ACT Composite 24 30

S.D. 9 21

(N)

(d) National Merit scores

(780) (91)

Mean National Merit score 128 118
S.D. 87 20

(204) (26)

Student admitted under:

Regular provisions 91% 91%

Special provisions 9 9

No answer (101) (56)

16. IDLILE521En_E2BAt23tt231La:Eillr?

Yes 9% 9%

No 91 91

No answer (159) (56)

301

Four-Year Two-Year
Pub- Pri-
lic vate

(2,990)(2,939)

425 470
100 115

(769) (1,890 )

447 492

102 117
(770) 1,886)

22
12

(1,203)

26
18

86)

106 107
36 24
(78) (182)

90% 92%
10 8

(166) (92)

12% 10%

88 90
(313)- (115)

17. Supportive student

(a ) Remedial English, math
reading, etc.

(lb ) Special tutoring

(c ) Extra counseling
(11 ) Reduced program

4% 4% 8% 8%

Pub-
lic

Pri-
vate

(829) (235)

408 436

100 93

(190) (91)

431 450

100 90
(190) (91)

22 20

16 12

(261) (7)

99
20
(21)

122
103
(3)

93% 90%
7 10

(41) (12)

18% 18%

82 82

(61) (12)

19% 11%

s 4 8 4 3 1

8 18 12 6 15 9

4 2 4 s 6 s

1



UpiverOM,
Pub- Pri- Pri-

lie lic vate

(2 543) (627) 0990)(2,939)
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Four-Year TWo-Year

18. Face or_ethnic group of student.

American Indian
American Negro
Oriental American
Spanish-surnamed American
Other (white)
No answer

19. Sex of student

20.

*% *%

18 27 30 26

1 2 * 1

8 3 6 4

73 68 63 69

(227) (57) (141) (64)

Aale
Female
No answer

Student (home

52%
48
(59)

ion

New England 4%

Mid Atlantic 3

East North Central 28

West North Central IS

South Atlantic 9

East South Central 7

West South Central 9

Mbuntain 11

Pacific 8

Other 4

No answer (139)

Pub
lie

Pri-

vate
(829) (235)

*% 4%

22 28
* -

11 4

66 65

(12) (40)

61%
39
(5)

42%
58
(32)

48%
52
(26)

51%
49
(24)

17% 2% 8% 8%

29 9 21 16

19 15 18 8

10 13 15 10

8 16 14 14

2 12 7 5

8 16 6 7

1 4 3 14

6 11 4 19

* 2 *

(91) (8) (19)

46%
54
(5)

JO%
23
13
2

30

17
1

1

1

3

(1)
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2(a )

Cb)

303

Universit Four-Year Two-Year
Pub Pri-Pri-
lic vate lic vate

Pub-
lic

Pri-
vate

(2,333) (578) (2,I745)(3,014 )

What is your present class in college?

(870) (254)

Freshman 32% 27% 30% 30% 52% 48%

Sophomore 24 28 26 27 39 38

Junior 23 25 22 24 3 6

Senior 20 18 20 18 4 6

Other 1 2 2 2 2

No answer (22) (3) (28) 15) (10) (3)

For how many years have you been taking
courses in any college, either as a full-time
or part-time student?

One 32% 27% 29% 30% 49% 47%
Two 24 28 27 27 40 39
Three 23 25 22 24 8 9

Four 18 16 17 16 2

Five 3 3 3 2 1
Six 1

Seven
No answer (15 (2) (24) (19)

Is the number of credits you are taking this
semester considered a full-tme program or less?

Full-time 98% 98% 97% 97% 96%
About 3/4 tme 2 2 3 2 3
Less than /4 time * * 1 1

No answer 2) (5) (47) (32) (8)

About how many miles from your permanent home
is the college you are attending?

Mean number of miles 16 29 13 27 12 25
S.D. 24 SO 22 40 31 Si

(N) (1,921) (426) (2,300)(2,390) (528) (185)

Are you living in your permanent home while
you attend college?

Yes 20% 32% 22% 25% 55% 36%
No 80 68 78 75 45 64
No answer (27) (2) (34) (32) (11) (3)

315



IF NO:
(c ) Where are you living this

college?

University.
Pub--

lic
Pri-
vate

Four-Year

304

TWo7Year
Pub-
lic

(2,740)(3,014)
_vate

Pub-
lic_

Pri-
vate_

(2,333)

term while

(578)

attending

870) (254)

Dormitory 56% 63% 65% 77% 70%
Fraternity or sorority
house 5 5

Relative's home 3
Co-op housing 2 1
Off-campus home or

apartment under
college control 4 8

Off-campus home or
apartment not under
college control 26 22 20 in 35 13

Other 3 2 2 3 8 5
No answer 31 (154) (447) ( 6C, 356) (51)

When did you first decide you would go to college?

I always just assumed
I would go 48% 53% 40% 48% 32% 40%

Before high school 19 23 17 20 13 14
During 10th or llth
grade 10 16 21 17 18 16

During my senior year
in high school 10 6 16 10 22 16

After graduating from
high school 2 6 5 14 13

No answer (27) (4) (43) (18) (23) (5)

When did you first decide you would
college you are now attendinr?

go to the

I always Just assumed
I would go

Before high school
During 10th or llth

4%
4

2%
3

2%
2 3

2%
1

2%
2

grade 21 17 15 9 11
During my senior year

in high school 52 65 56 60 SO 48After graduating from
high school 18 13 25 19 37 36

No answer (72) (17) (95) (98) (53) (10)

316



University

305

Four-Year Two-Year
Pub- Pri Pub- Pri-
lic vate lic vate

(2,-333) (578) (2,740)(3,014)

4 How important was each of the following
persons or groups in your decision to attend
this college?

Your parents

Very important 33%
Somewhat important 42

Not at all important 24
No answer (33)

(2) If m.!zijNJr husband
or wife

Very important 13%

Somewhat important 8

Not at all important 78
No answer (1,844)

teadier or

Very important 21%
Somewhat important 38
Not At all imortant 41

No answer (52)

(4) --tIHiscaqjljlatl

Very important
Somewhat important
Not at all important
No answer

(S) A, re resenta ive from
e college

Very important 9%
Somewhat important 23
Not at all important 68
No answer (85)

317

98% 41% 37%
43 40 43
28 19 20
(3) 51) (39)

S% 15% 11%
4 11 8

91 75 81

(477) (2,126)(2,486)

21% 27% 25%
38 37 35

40 35 40
(8) (86) (105)

7% 10% 7%
32 40 29
61 49 63
(17) (118) (140 )

14% 14% 22%
23 28 32

63 58 47
(27) (142) (162)

Pub-
lie

Pri-
vate

(870) (254)

42% 41%

39 42

20 17

(34) (5)

20% 17%
11 14

69 70

(645) (195)

26% 25%
39 36
35 39

39) (6)

8% 10%
37 36
54 SS
(SS) (13)

18% 24%
27 28
SS 48
(70) (16)
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ilversity Four-Year Two-Y ar
Pri- pj Pri- Pub- Pri-
vate lic vate lic vatelie

(2,333
4 (a)

(6 ) Graduates or studen s
from the college

,740 (3,014) MOT (254)

Very important 17% 17% 22%
Somewhat important 30 25 30
Not at all importamt 52 58 48
No answer (76) (21) (129)

(7) People ou worked with
on a jo

Very important S% S% S%
Somewhat important 13 9 15
Not at all important 82 86 80
No answer (124) (29) (204)

(8) Some communi g
aginçy or pro

Very important 7% 7% 8%
Somewhat important 6 6 10
Not at all important 86 87 82
No answer 130) (36) (210)

(9) ()pier person o

Very important 36% 36%
Somewhat important 8
Not at all important 59 57 56
No answer (974) 252) 1,243)

318

25% 13%
28 25
46 62

(169) (75)

4% 10%
9 19

87 71

(244) (77)

6% 12%
7 9

87 79

(271) (89)

40% 39%
10 9
50 53

(1,319) (372)

20%
25

SS

(14)

8%
13

79

(15)

9%
11

79

(21)

34%
11

54
(97)



University Four-Year Two-Year
Pub- Pri- P-

lic state lic

Pri
vate

Pub-
lic

Pri-
vate

(2 333) (578) (2,740)(3,014)

4 (b Most important person or group in decision
to attend this college:

(870) (254

Your parents 29% 26% ,,, 26% 31% 30%

If married: your
husband or wife 2 1 2

High school teacher or
guidance counselor 18 21 20 18 18 15

High school friends 9 5 6 4 4 6

A representative from
the college 5 11 7 12 10 11

Graduates or students
from the college 12 11 13 14 7 12

People you worked with
on a job 2 2

Some com.mity group,
agency, or program 4 3 3 3 5 2

Other person or group 19 20 16 20 13 19

No answer (266) (78) (297) (305) (96) (40)

How important was each of the following
factors in your decision to attend this
college?

The opportunIty to live
at home

A major reason 12% 18% 13% 14% 29% 23%

A minor reason 7 15 10 9 18 13

Unrelated to decision 80 68 77 77 53 65

No answer (77) (25) (109) (154) 43) (11)

(2) The opportunity to live,
away MN home

A major reason 25% 26% 21% 24% 10% 14%

A minor reason 32 31 34 36 20 30

Unrelated to decision 43 43 45 41 70 56

No answer (77) (38) (95) 151) (74) (11)

(3 The opportunity to be with
students like yourself

A major reason 31% 30% 31% 36% 24% 32%

A minor reason 40 34 42 38 41 38

Unrelated to decision 28 35 27 26 35 30

No answer (54) (16) (75) (97) (44) (7)

19



4 (c)

(4 The low cost of the

A major reason
A minor reason
Unrelated to decision
No answer

The availabili

A major reason
A minor reason
Unrelated to decision
No answer

(6) T1,- qcademic program

A major reason
A minor reason
Unrelated to decision
No answer

(7) Th.L.Esli.
ematinciere
A major reason
A, minor reason
Unrelated to decision
No answer

(8) The athletic program

A major reason
A minor reason
Unrelated to decision
No answer

(9) Some other factor

A major reason
A minor reason
Unrelated to decision
No answer

University
Pub-
lic

Pri-
yate

(2.333) (578)

liege

45% 13%
27 13
28 74
(70) (38)

77% 76%
16 15
7

(37)

74%
22

9
(13)

75%
21

5 4
(46) (14)

4% 9%
20 20
76 71

(56) (14)

5% 5%
17 15
78 79
(62) (16)

24% 33%
3 3

72 64
(1,354) (340)

320

Four-Year
Pub- Pri-
lic vate

(2.740)(3 014)

Two-Year
Pub- Pri-
lic vate

(8'70) (254)

57% 13% 71%
27 19 16
16 68 13

(79) (177) (34)

79% 74% 74%
15 17 16
6 8 10

(41) (70) (28)

65% 70% 57%
28 24 33
7 6 10

(68) (87) 45)

5% 29% 4%
25 30 16
70 41 80
(92) 100) (57)

9% 10% 11%
16 18 14
74 72 7 4

(93) (126) 55)

26% 33% 28%
5 5 4

69 62 68
1,683 ,859 SOS)

34%
28
39

(8)

78%
15

7

(5)

56%
35

9
(6)

26%
22

53

(9)

8%
18
74
(6)

34%
5

61
(151)
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4 (d) Most important factor in
this college

University Four-Year TWo-Year_

Pub:
lic

Pri-
vate

Pub-

ne
?ri-
vate

Pub-
lic

Pri-
vate_

(254)(2,333) (578) (2,740)

decision to attend

(3,014) (870)

The opportumity to live
at home 3% 4% 4% 6%

The opportunity to live
away from home 4 4 3 2 2

The opportunity to be
with students like
yourself 4 4 5 4 4

The low cost of the
college 12 4 18 2 31 14

The availability of
financial aid 40 42 36 41 30 38

The academic program 31 34 23 24 15 14

The religious program
or atmosphere * 3 * 11 * 13

The athletic program 1 1 3 3 6 4

Some other factor 6 6 5 7 7 6

No answer (160) (49) (222) (235) (86) (27)

At the time you applied to the college you are
presently attending, had you applied to any
other college?

Yes 47% 73% 45% 57% 38% 41%
No 52 27 SS 43 62 59
No answer (19) (8) (30) (34) (19) (3)

IF YES:
Were you accepted by another college?

Yes 78% 88% 77% 82% 61% 66%
No 22 11 23 39 34
No answer (1_037) (133) (1,305)(_ 108) (472) (129)

How much of your college and living expenses this
year is being financed through each of the following
sources?

(a ) Support from parents

Pays a great deal S% 6% 6% 9% 6% 7%
Pays some 42 46 46 49 37 42
Pays none 54 48 48 42 57 51
No answer (34) (10) SS) (18) (36) (9)

321



6

310

University Four-Year Two-Year

(b) §EPTELSEsTLImsasJ-1

Pub-
lie

Pri-
vate

Pub-
lie

Pri-
vate

Pub-
lic
(870)

Pri-
rate

2,333) (578) (2,740)(3,014) (254)

Pays a great deal 2% 2% 2% 2% 4% 4%

Pays some 6 2 8 6 8 5

Pays none 92 96 90 92 87 90

No answer

c) A state scholarship

(787) 217) (978) 1,220) (308) (88)

Pays a great deal 9% 20% 7% 12% 4% 10%

Pays some 15 17 15 12 10 10

Pays none 76 63 78 76 85 80

No answer

(d) An Educational o tunit

(187) (32) (285) (307) (106) (25)

Grant

Pays a great deal 64% 53% 63% 55% 8 SS%

Pays some 34 44 34 43 38 44

Pays none 2 3 2 2 5 1

No answer (38) (9 ) (SO) 51) (25) (4)

An athletic scholarship

* *

*
1%

1

2%
3

3%
3

3%

3
Pays a great deal
Pays some
Pays none 99 99 98 95 94 94

No answer

(f ) A scholarship or tuition

185) (48) (268) (314) 97) (19)

waiver frmr the college

Pays a great deal 10% 26% S% 18% 10% 10%

Pays some 16 24 11 25 14 22

Pays none 74 SO 84 56 76 68
No answer

(g) Other scho arship

(154) (38) (256) (257) (94) (17)

Pays a great deal 6% 8% 4% 5 5% 4%

Pays some 12 14 9 17 14 12

Pays none 82 78 87 79 82 84

No answer (218) SS) (313) (357) (110) (27)
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6 College Work Study (Federal)

Universit Four-Year

311

TWo-Year

Pub-
lic

(2,333)

Pri-
vate

Pub-
Aic

Pri-
vate

Pub-
lic

Pri-
vate

(578) 2,740) 3,014) (870) (254)

Pays a great deal 12% 6% 16% 12% 254 24%

Pays some 19 23 27 32 32 33

Pays none 68 72 57 56 42 43

No amwer (151) (38) 179) (221) (58) (14)

Institutional student
employment

Pays a great deal 3% 2% 3% 3% 2% 6%

Pays some 11 15 10 21 8 11

Pays none 86 83 87 76 90 83

No answer (206) 53) (321) 364) 119) (24)

) A National Defense Student
Loan

Pays a great deal 39% 31% 44% 35% 22% 25%

Pays some 31 34 29 32 22 27

Pays none 29 35 27 33 55 48

No answer

(k ) A Guaranteed Loan

(77) 30) (113) (153) 68) 13)

Pays a great deal S% 5% 3% 5% 4% 8%

Pays some 4 7 4 6 5

Pays none 92 88 92 88 91 87

No answer (196) (48) (281) (334) 104) (20)

(1 ) Other lo

Pays a great deal 3% 4% 3% 4% 4% 3%

Pays some 8 5 7 4 3

Pays none 92 88 92 89 92 94

No answer (206) (54) (299) 347) (107) (25)

Social Securiy Survivors'
Benefits

Pays a great deal 2% 2% 2% 2% 2% 1%

Pays some 9 8 7 8 6 4

Pays none 89 91 91 90 92 94

No answer (185) (55) (282) 35) (99) (21)
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6(n ) Veterans' Benefits

University
Pub-
lic

Pri-
vate

5rMT

Foul.-Year

Pub- Pri-
lic vate=

(2,333)

G.L Bill)

(2,740)(3,014)

Pays a great deal * 1% * 1%

Pays some 2 2 2 2

Pays none 97 97 97 97

No answer (223) (59) (308) (370)

Other Source

Pays a great deal 28% 29% 27% 25%

Pays some 39 41 35 42

Pays none 34 30 38 32

No answer (1301) (319) (1,719) (1,826)

0_ Second named)

Pays a great deal 9% 6% 7%

Pays some 15 18 10 17

Pays none 77 73 83 76

No answer (1,904) (477) (2-317)(2,567)

7 Please estimate the total amount of fin

aid you a e receiving this year throu
callege.

cial

Mean amount of financial
aid $1195 781 $1024 $1439

S.D. 601 940 545 VA
(2,246) (542) (2,635)(2,884)

(b ) How much money are you receiving this year
from your Educational OpportunIty Grant?

Mean amount of EO $559 $679 $474 $609

S.D. 217 553 208 550

(2,207) (533) 2,584)(2,806)

(c) Do you find that the overall amount of financial

aid you are receiving this year is sufficient to

meet your basic college expenses?

Yes 66% 63% 65% 60%

No 34 37 35 39

No answer (60) (21) OM (107)

324

312

Two-Year
Pub-
lic

Pri-
vate

a-7-07- (254)

2% 3%

2 2

96 95

(116) (24)

30%
29
40

(545)

19%

38
43

(159)

6% 4%

12 14

81 82

(717) (210)

$924 $1115
509 715

822) (234)

$417 $493
215 252

(792) (238)

67% 65%
33 35

(47) (15)



7(d) IF YES:
Is it sufficient to
as well?

Yes
No
No answer

University Four-Year
Pub- Pri- Pub- Pri-
lic vate lic vate

(2,333) (578) (2,740)(3,014

et various other expenses

313

0-Year
Pa- Pri-
lic vate
(870) (254)

36% 33% 34% 30% 40% 28%
64 67 66 70 60 72

(834) 5) (1,011) (1,243) (314) (91)

(e ) IF NO to 7(c):

How much additional money do you estimate you
will need to meet basic expenses?

Mean amount needed $432 $563 $370 $448 393 384
S.D. 268 297 252 267 281 280

(877) 135) ,069) 1-243) (298) (93)

In what month were you notified about the
amount and kind of financial aid you would
be receiving this year?

January 1% 2% 3% 3% 6% 7%
February 1 1 2 2 4
March 2 4 1 5 1

April 6 10 4 8 2
May 14 10 11 13 6
June 13 10 11 9 7 J

July 21 21 20 20 11 10
August 27 32 32 27 24 23
September 9 7 11 9 22 21
October 2 1 2 1 10 6
November 1 1 2 1 3 3
Decetaber 2 3 2 2 4 6
No answer (133) (31) (186) (190) (47) (20)

(b) Would you have
sooner?

preferred to have been notified

Ye 694 72% 65% 64% 59% 56%
No 31 28 35 36 41 44
No answer (86) (20) 133) (151) (48) 131)
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pniiiexsitr Fodr7Year
Pri- Pdb-- -Fri-

lic vate_ lic _vate
(2,333) 1578) (2;1400-$614

Which of the ;ollowing statements best describes
what you probably would have done if you had not
received financial aid from this college?

Attended same college
full-time 30% 18% 28% 20%

Attended same college
part-time 13 7 12

Attended different
college 20 51 13 40

Not attended college 37 24 47 35

No answer (38 ) (13) (50) (52)

10. Will you need some kind of financial aid next
yer, 'n order to continue your education?

Yes
No
No answer

89% 93% 87% 90%
11 7 13 10

(52) (12) (76) (68)

11 When did you first find eut that you might be
eligible for financial aid?

Before my senior year in
high school 32% 44% 23% 33%

During my senior year in
high school 44 41 44 41

After I finished high
school, but bofore

started college 9 6 14 12
After I was in college 14 9 18 14
No answer (30) (11) (56) (37)

326

314

Two-Year
Pub-
lie_

P- -
vate

(870) 254)

-1%

14 7

7 16

49 52

(25) (2)

92% 92%

8 8

(36) 10)

13% 19%

36 36

23 24
27 21
(26) (5)



11(b) How did you happen to find
eligible for financial

University Four-Year Two-Year
Pub-
lic

Pri

vate
Pub-
lic

Pri-
vate

Pub-
lic

Pri-
vate

(2)333) (578) (2,740)(3,014)

out you might be
aid?

(870) (254)

High school principal,
teacher, or guidance
person 71% 74% 67% 66% 50% 51%

High school friends 26 35 22 25 18 17
Parents or other

relatives 53 57 49 53 38 42
Upward Bound or Educa-

tional Talent Search
Program 5 5 6 2

Community group 6 9 6 6 8 10
College catalogue or
college publication 60 71 56 68 46 60

College officer or
representative 30 40 38 54 49 57

College friends 32 28 35 32 30 33
Other (11) (11) (10) (11) (14) (11)

What most influenced you to apply for
financial aid?

High school principal,
teacher, or guidance
person 36% 34% 36% 2 % 24% 19%

LA. gh school friends 1
Parents or other

relatives i0 20 17 12
Upward Bound or Educa-

tional Talent Search 4 4 3
Community group 2 3 6 9
College catalogue or
college publication 11 10 10

College officer or
representative 9 12 13 20 24 29

College friends 6 4 8 4 7 6
Other 11 11 11 17 13 11
No answer (124) (36) 175) 189) (81) (22)
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2121-12211% Four-Year TWo-Year

Pub- Pm- Pub- Pri-
lic vate lie vate

(2,333) (S78) 2,740)(3 014)

12 Please tell us which statement you ag ee
with more.

Grants should be awarded
to any student who
wants to, but cannot
afford to go to
college 65%

Grants should be awarded
pri-arily to students
with high acadeuiC

o could not
otherwise afford to go
to college 36

No answer 37)

(b) Please tell us which sta
with more.

62% 67% 68%

38 33 32

(13)

ment you agree

58

Working at a job duri.-4
the school year should
be avoided if at all
possible 85% 87%

It's better to work for
the money to pay for
college than to accept
a grant 15 13 21

No answer 78) (21) (121)

(c Please tell us which sta
with more.

Borrowing money to pay
for college should
only be done as a
last resort.

Loans are a good way
to finance a college
education
answer

ment you agree

49% 62%

51
(51)

(48)

80%

20
(131)

44% 55%

56 45

(109) (94)

Pub-
lic

Prl-
vate

(870) (254)

76% 77%

24 23

(27) (2)

78% 74%

22 26

(59) (8)

51% 57%

49 43

(42) (6)



12(d_ ) Please tell
with more.

tJnt
Pub- Pri-
lic vate

2,333) (578)

Four-Year
Pub- Pri-
lic vate

(2,740) (3,014)

which statement you agree

Even with a good educa-
tion I will have a
hard time getting the
right kind of job.

With a good education
should have little

difficulty getting
the kind of job
want

No answer

20% 23% 17% 17%

317

TWo-Year
Pub- Pri-
lie vate

(870. (254)

80 77 83 83 84

(44) (20) (80) (84) (33)

1 a) Would you say that most students at your
college ccie from families with

About as much limmey as
your family 17i 14%

More money than your
family 82 85

Less money than your

26;

71

22%

77

.10'0

59

34%

65

family 1 1 1 1 3 1

No answer (25) (7) (37) ( 5) 3) (3)

(lb Compared to most students in this college,
would you say your grades are.

Below average 5% 7% 3% 3% 4% 4%

Average 52 52 61 59 62 67

Above average 43 41 36 38 34 30

No answer (12) (10)

(c) How hard do you work to get good grades
at college?

(19) (27) (9) (-)

Very hard 24% 26% 25% 25% 25% 24%

Quite hard SS SO 57 57 56 58

Not so hard 21 24 19 18 18 18

No answer (13) (8) (18) (28) (9) (1)
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Universit
Pub- Pri-
lic vate

(2,333) (578)

14( How do you find college work compared
what you had expected?

About as difficult
Less difficult
More difficult
No answer

Four-Year
Pub- Pri-
lic vate

(2,740)( ,014)

to

55% 60% 55% 60%
25 23 29 25

20 17 17 16

(13) (7) (20) (22)

(b) How friendly do you find most students
compared to what you had eApected?

About as friendly
More friendly
Less friendly
No answer

In general,
college you

here

56% 60% 52% 51%
30 26 36 40

14 13 11 9

(13) (6) (28) (24)

how satisfied are you with
are presently attending?

Very satisfied
Somewhat satisfied
Somewhat dissatisfied
Very dissatisfied
No answer

the

529. 39.
AncL

439.

35 41 37 37

11 16 12 12

3 4 2 3

(12 ) (8) (20) 23)

15(a) How import t to you is each of
purpo5es of a college education?

To develop skills and know-

the following

ledge directly a plicable
to a career

Very important 78% 67% 85% 77%
Somewhat important 20 30 14 21
Not important 2 3 2
No answer (12)

(2) To obtain a broad gnera1

(7) 23) (24)

education and eciation
o ideas

Very important 67% 70% 65* 70%
Somewhat impor ant 32 29 34 29
Not important 1 1 1

No answer (12) (7) (26) (22)

3 0

318

Two-Year
Pub-
lic

Fri-
vate

(870) (254)

54% 54%
28 29

18 17

(10) (-)

52% 49%
37 42
11 9

(10) (1)

43
36 37
11 11

5 3

(8) (-)

86% 88%
13 11

(12) (-)

60%
39

(14)

62%
37
2

(2)
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iversity Four-Year Two-Year

lic,

(2,335)
15(a)

(3 ) To acquire an understand-
ing and interest in world
ad community affairs

Very important
Somewhat important
Not important
No answer

63%
35

3 2 2

(17) (7) (26)

Pri-
vate

Pub- Pri-
lic vate

Pub-
lic

Pri-
vate

(578) (2,740)(3,014) (870) (254)

63% 65% 67% 59% 64%
35 33 31 37 34

Which purpose of a college education is
most important to you?

To develop skills and
knowledge directly
applicable to a
career 54% 46% 61%

To obtain a broad genera
education and appreci-
ation of ideas 30 34 23

To acquire an under-
standing and interest
in world and community
affairs 16 20 16

No answer (73) (20) (107)

;low iiportant is it for a college to
emphasize each of the following?

(1) Good vocationaJL, professional
or technical training

Very important 76%
Somewhat important 21
Not important 3
No answer (11)

(2) A moral atmos here that istileney_l_i_anco erative

Very important 63%
Somewhat important 33
Not important 4
No answer (18)

66% 84%
30 15

2 4 3
(30) (14) (1)

51% 65% 64%

32 20 20

18 15 16
(122) (53) (9)

74% 87% 83%
24 12 16

4 1 3 1 1

(5) 26) (24) 11) (-)

64% 66% 71% 5 73%
33 32 27 32 25
4 2 2 3 3
(7) (32) (26) (14) (2)



University
Pub- Pri-

vate

Four-Year
b-

lic vate

(2,333)
15(c)

(3) High academic standards,

(578) (2,740)

le"archa-r-Idscl--11olarshi
of faculty

Very important 38% 39% 11-_

Somewhat important 49 4R 51

Not important 12 12 11

No answer (19)

(4) Ea. trs

(6) (42)

points 0 f view.? stuclewt

-ing_.poli

Very important 56% 60% 50%
Somewhat important 39 34 43
Not important 5 5 7
No answer (20) (6) (44)

Which do you think it is most impor
for a college to emphasize?

Vocational or pro
fessional training 56% 44% 64%

Moral atmosphere 18 21 18

High academic standards 8 10 5

Expression of conflict-
ing points of view 17 25 13

No answer (86) (24) (133)

16(a ) While you were in high school, did any
representative from the college you're
preserdly attending visit your high
school to speak with students?

Yes 48% 38% 45%
No 36 48 40
Don't know 16 IS 15
No answer (50) (9) (57)

332

320

Two-Year
Pub- Fri-
lic vate

(3,014) (870) (254)

39% 35

52 SS

10 10 9
(38) 16) (3)

53% 45. 39%
41 46 51

6 8 10

(41) (16) (1)

SO% 66% 63%
26 17 23
8 6 3

16 11 10

(148) (63) (16)

43% 40% 36%
46 44 51

12 17 13
(47) (19) (11)



University Four-Year
Pub- Pri- Pub- Pri-
lic vate lic vate

(2.333) (578) (2,740)(30014)

16(b) While yQu were in high school, did you hear
about programs like Upward Bound or Educa-
tional Talent Search where high school
students get special help to prepare them
for college?

321

Two-Y-ar
Pub- Pri-
lic vate
(870) (254)

Yes 16% 18% 18% 18% 17% 18%
No 84 82 82 82 83 82
No answer (49) (11) (59) (52) (18) (9)

(c) Did you participate in any program like
Upward Bound?

20% 19% 18% 16% 17% 15%
No 80 81 82 84 83 85
No answer (1,628) (395) (1,843)(22055) (582) (181)

17(a ) Does the college you are attending lffer any
of the following opportunities to students
who may need special help?

Remedial courses

Yes 67% 47% 58% 54%
Nc 6 15 10 19
Don't know 26 37 31 26
No answer (57) (10) (75) (86)

(2) Spcial tuto_ing

Yes 7.2% 63% 65% 60%
No 7 11 11 15
Don't know 21 26 24 25
No answer (58) (11) 72) 92)

Extra counseling or

BEAJLEEIL

Yes 83% 79% 78% 80%
No 3 6 5 7
Don't know 13 15 16 13
No answer (56) (10) (79) (79)

77% 73%
7 11

17 lu

32) 10)

47% 41%
17 24
36 35

(33) (10)

82% 77%
5 7

14 16
(31) (11)



University
Pub- Pri-

lic vate
( ,33-3) (578)

17(a)
(4 ) Permission to tae fewer

credits

Yes
No
Don't know
No answer

Four-Year
Pri-

lie vate
(2740)(3,014)

72% 62% 70% 72%

4 9 5 7

24 29 24 21

56) (17) (77) (77)

Which of the above have naused at this

college?

Remedial courses
Special tutoring
Extra counseling
F-wer credits

7%

25
10

6%
10
22

9

18. How far do you expect to go in school?

Some college but no
degree

Associate of Arts
degree (2 years)

B.A. or B.S. degree
Graduate or Profes-

sional degree (e.8-2
M.A., M.S M.D.,
Ph.D.)

Undecided
No answer

1
36 24

11% 11%

12 9

24 25

11 9

1%

1
40 35

322

Two-Yea
Pub- Pri-
lic_ vate

(870) (254

71% 66%
4 9

25 25

33) 10)

21% 20%
6

3_ 33

12 9

2% 2%

16 12

33 41

SO 65 48 52 32

13 11 10 11 17

(58) (12) (69) (68) (26)

334

30
15

(8)



Univers
Pub- Pr
lic vate

Four-Year
Pub- Pri-

lic _V4t_e

323

TWo-Year
Pri-

lic vate
(2,333)

19(a) When you finish your education,
job or field do you think

College teaching, scien-
tific research, aca-

(578) (2,740)

wha. t sort of

you will go into?

(3,014) (870) (254)

demic research 12% 15% 11%
Law, medicine, dentist
veterinary medicine 10 16 4 7 4 6

Mklistry 4

Elementary or high school
teaching 29 19 45 36 28 33

Social work, library
work, guidance,
psychology, home
economics 10 11 11 14 12 13

Architecture, engineer-
ing, chemistry 10 12 4 4 7 5

Nursing, occupational
therapy, medical or
dental or laboratory
technician, etc. 4 2 4 4

Business, sales, admin-
istration, real
estate, computer pro-
gramming, insurance,
accounting 11 11 14

Public relations,
advertising, journal-
ism,publishing, writ-
ing, entertainment,
art, music 7 10 5 7 5

Secretary, stewardess,
office work, mode1in,7 2 1 2 1 6 6

Machinist, ccustructim
work, electrician,
foreman in mine or
factory 1 2

Armed forces, policeman,
fireman, detective,
sheriff 1 1 1 1

Farming, ranching,
lumbering, fishing 2

Housewife 1

Undecided 179 46 131 180 67 9
No answer (65) (20) (69) (73) (23) 9)

35



University Four-Year
Pub- Pri- Pub- Pri-

lic vate lic vate
(2,333) (578) (2,740)(3,014)

19 b Please give your best estimate of the amount
of money you expect to earn annually about
five years after you finish your education.

Under $5000
$5000-$7499
$7500-$9999
$10,0004121499
$12,500414,999
$15,000-$19,999
$20,000 or more
I don't expect to
No answer

20. Sex

Male
Female
No answer

21 Race

324

Two-Year
Pub- Pri-
lic vate
(870) -(254)

1% 2% 2% 3% 3% 2%

14 6 18 15 17 25

29 20 34 29 29 26

25 29 12 23 24 21

17 19 13 14 11 14

7 13 7 10 8 6

6 10 4 5 6 3

wri-k 1 1 1 1 1 3

(113) (FO) (97) 152) (45) (15)

American Indian
Negro (Black, Afro-
American, West Indi

Oriental American
White
Other
No answer

22. Ethnic bigro

Puerto Rican
Mexican-American
Other Spanish -speakLng
or Latin American
background

None of thes
No answer

51%
49
(18)

58% 40%
42 60
(8) (18)

47%
53
17)

47%
53
(6)

14 21 27 24 24

2 2 1 1 *

81 74 70 74 71

3 2 2 1 4

(37) (14) (48) (29) (20)

3% 1%
5

45'7-

SS

(1)

7%

21

68
4

(4)

2% 2% 2%
2 9 2

1 2 1 1 3 3

91 95 93 95 87 93
(90) 5 (151) (161) (52) (20)



University

325

Four-Year Two-Year
Pub- Prz Pub- Pri- Pub- Pri-
lic vate lic vate lic vate-

(2,333) (578) 2,740)(3 014) (870) 254)

23. Age last birthday

Under 18 1% 1% 1% 1% 1% 1%
18 20 19 18 19 25 25
19 25 28 25 26 30 33
20 22 24 22 24 20 18
21 18 16 18 17 9 12

22 8 8 8 6 2 2

23 2 2 3 2 3 3

24-25 2 1 1 1 3 3

26-29 1 1 2 1 3 1

30-55 1 1 2 1 4 5

No answer (32) (11) ( 1) (27) (8) (1)

24. Religion optional)

Catholic
Protestant
Jewish
None
Other
No ans er

25. Marital status

Single
Married and living with

spouse 8 5 9 6 10
Separated or divorced 1 1 2 * 5
0 er 1 1 1 1 1

No answer (18) 8) (22) (14) (3)

28% 47% 26% 31% 34% 26%
47 28 53 SO 42 48
2 6 1 2 2 i

11 11 8 6 9 5

12 8 12 11 14 19

(143) (53 ) (173) (151) (60) (20)

9% 94% 87% 92% 84% 37%

10
3

26 Where did you live most of the time while you
were growing up?

Cn a farm, ranch of
reservation 21% 7% 25% 17% 18% 29%

In a small town 27 17 34 27 32 25
In a moderate size towm
or city 26 24 22 27 23 25

In a suburb of a large
city 10 16 7 11 10 7

In a large city 16 35 13 18 17 13
No answer (29) (8) (27) (28) (8) (3)

337



University
Pri-

lie vate
(2,333) (578)

Four-Year
P - Pri-

_lie N4te
(2,740)(3,014)

27 Have you ever served on full-time active duty

in the armed services?

Yes 2% 1% 2%

No 98 99 98

No answer (54) 18) (56)

IF YES:
(b) For how many years?

Mean years in armed
se/vices 3 2 3

S.D. 2 2

(N) (39) (8

28 Was your father born in the United States?

Yes
No
No answer

90% 85%
10 15

(24) (9)

94%
6

(22)

(c) Was your mother b_rn in the United States?

Yes
No
No answer

29(a ) Is your father living?

Yes
No
No answer

91%

(24)

86% 94%
14 6
(9) (19)

326

rwo-Yea:7
Pub- Pri-

lic vate
(870) (254)

1% 3%

99 97
(62) (14)

3 3

1 2

(41) ii:24)

92% 91%
8 9

(23) (7)

92% ?2%

8 8

(22) (5)

84% 81% 84% 83%

16 19 16 17

(46) (14) (53) (42)

IF NO:

0, How old were you when he died.

80%
20
18)

Mean age 1S 13 16 14 15

S.D. 11 8 13 10 10

(N) (345) (lM) (395) (464) (156)

4%
96

(9)

90%
10
(2)

90%
10
(2)

84%
16

(4)

16

14

(40)



327

29(c) Is your ther living?

Yes
No

University Four-Yea". Two-Year

Pub Pri

lic vate
Pub-
lic

Pri-
vate

96%
4

Pub-
lie

Pri-
vate

(2,333 )

96%
4

78)

96%
4

2,740)(3,014)

95%
5

(870)

96%
4

(254)

93%
7

No answer 30) (13) (25) 34) (7) (2)

IF NO:
(d) How old were you when she died?

Mean age 16 15 16 15 14 13

S.D. 11 9 12 10 9 7

(N) (94) (21) (127) (136) i(34) (16)

How far in school did your parents (and

spouse, if married) go?

Father

No st....!ooling, or some

grammar school 11% V.; 15% 12% 16% 23%

Completed grammar school
(8th grade) 19 14 23 19 21 20

Some high school (9th,
10th, 11th grade) 16 18 20 17 22 19

Completed high school 32 34 26 28 26 23

Some college 13 14 10 13 10 6

Completed college 5 6 3 6 3 6

Graduate or professional
school 4 6 2 6 2 4

No answer (66) (23) (78) (92) (38) (6)

Mother

No schooling, or some
ammar school 6% 7% 7% 10% 12%

Completed grammar school
(8th grade) 13 11 17 14 14 20

Some high school (9th,
10th, llth grade) 17 20 22 20 26 21

Completed high school 42 41 37 38 34 32

Some college 15 16 11 14 9 10

Completed college 5 5 3 5 4 2

Graduate or professional
school 2 2 2 2 3 2

No answer (46 ) (13) (36) (SO) (21) (7)

3 9



30. (Cont'd)

University.
Pub- Pri-

lic vete
(2,333 (578)

, Four-Year
Pub-- Pri-
_1ic_ va'0.

(2,740)(3,014)

Husband or wife

2

2

22

48
19

6

,132)

4

24

44
16

12

(553)

1

8

26
42
17

6
(2,475 ) (2

No schooling, or some
grammar school

Completed grammar school
(8th grade)

Some high school (9th,
10th, llth grade)

Completed high school
Some college
Completed college
Graduate or professional

school
No answer

a How many older brothers and sis
have?

ers do you

Mean 2 2
S.D. 2 1 2

(N) (1,487) (350) (1,823)(

(b) If you have any older brothels or sisters:
Have any of them had a year or more of college?

Yes 70% 72% 62%

No 30 28 38

No answer (822) (222) (873)

(c ) How many younger brothers and sisters do you
have?

Mean
S.D.
(N)

6
24
36
23

10
817

2

2

,890)

65%
35

1,072)

3 3 3 3

2 2 2 2

0,721 (422) (2,066)(2,267)

(d) If you have any youn er brothers or sisters:
Have any of them had a year or more of college?

Yes 20% 20k 20% 18%
No 80 80 80 82

No answer (570) (152) (644) (714)

328

TWoi-Year

Pub-
lic

Pri-
vate_

870) (254)

1%

11 17

31 38

39 29
7 13

6 4

_775) (230)

2 3
2 2

592) (183)

55% 52%
45 48

(257) (67)

3

2 2

(645) (187)

14% 7%
86 93

(201) (67)



32 During the tiiie that you

who was the head of your

my father or stepfather
My mother or stepmother
A grandparent
A brother or sister
Another relative
Someone else
No answer

Univesity
Pub- Pri-
lic vate
(2,333)(578)
were in high
family?

Four-Year
Pub- Pri-

lie vate
(2,740) (3,014)
school,

75%
22
2

*

(47)

72%
25

1

2

(11)

75%
21
2

(58)

75%
21

2

(b ) What was the major occupation of the head of

your family during the time you were in high

school?

Professional or semi-
professional 10% 6% 12%

Business owner or
manager, farm owner 21 11 17 16

Salesman or clerical
worker 14 17 9 12

Skilled worker 15 17 17 16

Protective or service
worker 4 6 4 4

Semi-skilled worker 14 15 16 14

Workman or laborer 16 15 21 17

Unemployed 9 8 10 9

Don't know (27) (5) (30) (27)

No answer (78) (12) (87) (87)

Has your family ever received welfare payments?

329

Igo-Year
eub-
lic vate

(254)

77%
18
2

(870)

69%
25
2

1

(2L1) (4)

5% 8%

14 1

11 7

19 17

4 5

15 13

19 22

13 12

(22) (4)

(SO) (9)

Yes 16% 13% 17% 15% 25% 19%

No 84 87 83 85 75 81

No answer (54) (15) 73) (84) (31) (5)

341



33(a

UhiverOty
Pub- Pri-
lic vate__

(2,333) (578)

Four-Year
Pub- Pri-
lie. _Irate

20740)(3,014

About how much would you estimate your family's
total income from all sources was last year?

Under $3000
$3000-$5999
$6000-$7499
$750048999
$9000 or more
Don't know
No answer

330

TWo7Year
Pub- Pri-
jic_ vate_

(870) (254)

16% 10% 21% 15% 20% 18%

38 34 40 36 37 39

15 21 14 16 12 16

9 11 8 10 8 10

11 14 7 10 9 6

11 10 10 12 14 12

(72) (19) (85) (79) (44) (10)

(b) Are you contributing money to your family?

Yes, quite a bit
Yes, a little
No
No answer

34 fhen did you gr
receive a hi

Before 1964
1964-1965
1966
1967
1968
1969
No answer

2% 3% 2% 2%

18 22 16 18

80 75 82 81

(41) (16) 68) (72)

e from high school or
1 equivalency diploma?

4% 2%

27 21

69 77

34) (6)

3% 3% 4% 7% 7%

4 5 6 4 4 4

17 15 16 16 6 5

21 24 20 23 8 9

23 26 25 26 33 37

31 27 28 28 44 38

(41) (7) (51) (55) (30) (5)

(b) About how many students were in your high
school graduating class?

Mean
S.D.

(10

278 356 236
262 372 333

(2,273) (564) (2,631

270 287 224
388 468 367
,929) (796) (243)
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a

University vuu.c-xcaL

Pub- Pri- Pub-

lic vate lic

Pri-- Pub-
lic

Fri-
vate_

254)
_vate

(2,333) (578) (2,740)(4,014)

Was tlere an academic or college preparatory
program in your high school?

(870)

Yes 76% 88% 67% 77% 71% 64%

No 24 12 33 23 29 36

No answer (49) (10) (58) (62) (35) (7)

(b) Which of the following describes the high
school program in which you were enrolled?

General 29% 16% 38%

Academic or college
preparatory 66 81 55

Commercial or business 2 1 4

1.4-cationa1 1 2 2

Agricultural 1

Industrial Arts 1

No answer (51) (71)

(c) Please give us your best estimate of the
proportion of students in your high school
graduating class who went on to college.

27%

67
4

2

*

*

(70)

39%

46
10
4

1

( 1)

43%

45
7

3
*

2

(12)

More than 3/4 9% 24% 7% 14% 12% 11%

About 1/2 to 3/4 33 31 31 35 38 34

About 1/4 to 1/2 43 34 45 39 36 39

Less than 1/4 15 11 17 13 14 16

No answer (35 ) 05 (44)

(d) Of your three closest friends in Mg schoo

how many went to college?

(51) (15) (4)

None 7% 4% 11% 7% 14% 11%

One 11 9 15 10 17 18

TOo 21 16 24 22 24 27

Three 61 70 SO 61 46 44

No answer (89) (17) (91) (112) (40) (16)

343



37

YniversitY
Pub- Pri-

lic vate

Pour-year
Pub- Pri-

lic vate

332

Two-Year
Pub- Pri-

lic vate_

Please estimate the proportion
your high school who were

(2,333) (578) (2,740)

of students in
Negro.

(3,014) (870) (254)

75%-100% 8% 10% 18% 17% 10%

50%-74% 2 2 2 3 4

25%-49% 6 8 6 7 8 7

10%-24% 10 12 9 8 11 8

11 12 9 9 12 10

Some, but less than S% 26 35 21 25 26 17

None 37 20 35 31 29 41

No answer (23) (9) (29) (29) (14) (2)

What was your approximate grade average on
report cards in high school?

A 13% 15% 6% 9% 4%

A- 22 22 14 17 6 11

B+ 27 29 25 25 17 16

18 17 23 20 23 18

B- 9 9 14 12 16 14

C+ 6 6 11 11 18 19

3 2 5 5 14 16

C- 3 2

D+ or lower 1 -
No answer (12) (4) (23) (24) (5) (5)

(b ) About where did you st
graduating lass?

d in your hi -chool

Top quarter 72% 73% 58% 62% 33% 40%

Second quarter 17 16 24 22 26 27

Third quarter 4 5 7 8 18 16

Lowest quarter 1 1 1 1 3 1

Don't know 7 6 9 7 20 17

No answer (18) (3) (24) (21) (15) (3)
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STATES IN FEDERAL MEW REGIONS

(FY 1970 and 1971)
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STATES IN FEDERAL-DHEW REGIONS

Region I

Connecticut
Maine
Massachusetts
New Hampshire
Rhode Island
Vermont

Region II

Delaware
New Jersey
New York
Pennsylvania

Region III

District of Columbia
Kentucky
Maryland
North Carolina
Puerto Rico
Virgin Islands
Virginia
West Virginia

Region IV

Alabama
Florida
Georgia
Mississippi
South Carolina
Tennessee

Region V

Illinois
Indiana
Michigan
Ohio
Wisconsin

1970)

346

Region VI

Iowa
Kansas
Minnesota
Missouri
Nebraska
North Dakota
South Dakota

Region VII

Arkansas
Louisiana
New Mexico
Oklahoma
Texas

Region VIII

Colorado
Idaho
Montana
Utah
Wyoming

Region IX

Alaska
Am,Jrican Samoa
Arizona
California
Guam
Hawaii
Nevada
Oregon
Washing on
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STATES IN FEDERAL DHEW REGIONS

(FY 1971)

Region I

Connecticut
Maine
Massachusetts
New Hampshire
Rhode Island
Vermont

Region II

New Jersey
New York
Puerto Rico
Virgin Islands

Region III

Delaware
District of Columbia
Maryland
Pennsylvania
Virginia
West Virginia

Region IV

Alabama
Florida
Georgia
Kentucky
Mississippi
North Carolina
South Carolina
Tennessee

Region V

Illinois
Indiana
Michigan
Minnesota
Ohio
Wisconsin

347

Region VI

Arkansas
Louisiana
New Mexico
Oklahoma
Texas

Region VII

Iowa
Kansas
Missouri
Nebraska

Region VIII

Colorado
Montana
North Dakota
South Dakota
Utah
Wyoming

Region IX

Arizona
California
Hawaii
Nevada
American Samoa
Guam

Region X

Alaska
Idaho
Oregon
Washington
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SITE VISIT SCHOOLS

Region
Schools DTI Con -o

(FY 70)

Bacone College 7 Two-Year Private

Bowdoin College 1 Four-Year Private

Central Washington .._Ite College 9 Four-Year Public

Chicago State College 5 Four-Year Public

City University of New York 2 University Public

Colorado College 8 Four-Year Private

Community College of Denver 8 Two-Year Public

Drexel University 2 Four-Year Private

Earlham College 5 Four-Year Private

Indiana University at Bloomington 5 University Public

Lincoln University 6 Four-Year Public

California State College at
Long Beach 9 Four-Year

Miami-Dade Junior College 4 Two-Year

Morgan State College 3 Four-Year

Mount St. Mary College 2 Four-Year

Northeastern State College 7 Four-Year Fiic

Reed College 9 Four-Year Private

Temple University 2 University Private

Webster Colleg, 6 Four-Year Private

University of Wyoming 8 University Public

Public

Public

Public

,Private
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QUESTIONNAIRE FOR INSTITUTIONS

PARTICIPATING IN THE

L, OPPORTUNITY GRANT PROGRAM



Bulget Bureau No. 51-570002
Approval Expires 7-30-70

The information requested in this questionnaire is regarded as confidential and will be used for

statistical purposes only lt will not be released in any way that will allow it to be identi ied
with your institution.

This questionnaire is divided into two parts. The first part, which should take no more than 15

minutes for you to fill out, deals with the procedures. policies, and problems of the hOG

Program as it operates at your institution. Part II requests various statistics on admissions,

enrollme -11,, an I financial aid.

Feel free to add coniments or explanations at any poin , If you have difficulty providing exact
information, your best estimate will still be very helpful.

PART I. THE EOG PROGRAM: PROCEDURES, POLICIES AND PROBLEMS

A. Administration of the EOG Progr
1-6/

1. In which academic year did the LOG Program start at your school?

7/ 1 0 1966-67 3 0 1968-69

2 0 1967-68 4 0 1 969-70

How Important was each
Program?

following individuals in the decision to participate in the EOG

Ple se check one box on each line

a. Financial aid officer

b. President of the institution

c. Trustees

d. Admissions officer

Very Somewhat Not at all
inzporta t important important

( 1) (2) (3)

8/ 0 0 0
9/ 0 0 0

10/ 0 0 0
1 1/ 0 0 0

e. Faculty 12/ 0 0 0

Did you have enough LOG money for 1969-70 to give initial year grants to every student who

qualified under the grant determination formula (as defined in LOG Administrative Memoranda, Nos.

4/69 and I/70)?

13/ 1 0 Yes 2 0 No

b. IF NO: In determining which of the financially eligible students should be awarded an

initial yeai LOG, did you give preference to:

Hease ans er for each characteristic Yes No
(1) (2)

1. Students already enrolled in the institution 14/ 0

2. Entering freshmen 15/ 0
3. Students with better academie performance 16/ 0
4. Students of most extreme financial need 17/

5. Students of minority group baCkground 18/ 0
6. Those who don't qualify for other forms of financial aid 19/ 0
7. In-state or local residents 20/ 0
8. Other (Please specify)

OE form- 1208=4

21/



Of .-full-time st udents vho have exceptional financial neec wh id' types are generally not award
EOGs?

Check as many as apply
22/ 0 First term students

23/ 0 Transfer students

24/ 0 Married students
25/ 0 Students whose grades are

poor, even though not failing

26/ ED Evening students full-time)
Other types (Please spec'

27i Li

28/ 0

5. a. Wes the financial aid office have established practices regarding the packaging of financiaL aid for

an FOG recipient? (that is, the roportion of a student's aid coming from EOG as compared with a

loan, work-study, or other grant)

29/ 1 El Yes

b. I 11 general, is each EOG recipient at

Take out a loan
Work at a term-job

2 0 No

itut required to:

30/ 1 0 Yes 2 0 No
1 0 Yes 2 0 No

c. Do you lighten the term-job requirements for EOG students, as cot_ mred with ther students who

receive financial aid?

32/ 1 0 Yes 2 0 No

6. Please indicate the extent to which eoch of the following aspects of the '0 Program is a oblem at

your institution:

Please check one box on each IMe
Major Minor No

problem problem problem
(1) (2) (3)

a. Finding students who arc eligible for EOGs
according to the grant determination 33/ 0 0
formula (as defined in EOG Administrative
Memoranda, Nos. 4/69 and 1/70)

Estimating the amount of initial year funds
that will be needed each year 34/ 0 0

c. Estimating the amount of renewal year
funds that will be needed each year. 35/

cL Keeping informed about changes in the
program (e.g. changes in grant determination
formulas, in matching fund sources, etc.) 36/ 0

e. Keeping all of the information on each
student which EOG forms require 37/ 0
Gathering race and ethnic data required of
institutions participating in Federal student
aid programs.

Timing on notification by USOE of
availability of funds

h. Other (Please specify)

39/

40/

0

0

7. a. Was the total EOG allocation to your institution this year adequate for your needs, inadequate,
or more than adequate?

41/ 1 0 Adequate 2 0 _Inadequate 3 0 More than adequate

3 -57
2



If your school had the same total annum of LOG funds, and there 1,,cre no Federal restriction

in delermi ning the size of an individual grant, would you prefer to:,

Please cheek only one

42/ 1 0 Allocate smaller amounts- to Enure students

2 D Allocate larger amounts to fewer students

3 0 Allocate according to the present formula

In actual practice, how often do you find that you limit the size of individual EOG awards in order

to stretch the allocation over a larger number of students?

43/ 1 0 Often 2 0 Occasionally 3 0 Never

If you are _o have sufficient time to determine the number and size of EOG awards for a given

what is the latest month that USOE should not4 you about the size of your allocation?

44-45/
Month

10. How often do you speak in person or on the telephone o each of -the -allowing about ma

the EOG Program?

Please answer for each item Several times Several times
a mcnith a ,year
or more

ers elating to

Almost
never

a. The U.S. Office of Education in Was] cton: (1) (2) 3)

(1) EOG Branch 46/ 0 0 0

(7) Divisio» of Student Financial Aid,
Office of Director

47/ 0 0 0

b. The regional offici: of DHEW/OE 48/ 0 0 0

c. Aid adminir,trators at other institutions 49/ 0 0 0

d. Other administrators at your institution 50/ 0 0

B. Recruitment Activities

Does your institution utilize any o the following means for recruiting disadvantaged students

students of r.:xceptianal financial and educational deprivation)?

Please ans -er for each item

a. MaMing conditional grant commitments
to 10th or I th grade students from

Regularly

(1)

Occa-
siouiallv

(2)

Not at
all
(3)

poor families 51/

Regu 1 a r contact with high school
principals and counselors in poor-area
schools 52/ 0 0 0

Participation in programs like Upward
Bound and Educational Talent Search 0 0 0

e.

f.

Contact with community agencies,
church groups, etc.

Contact with Urban League, NAACP,

other ethnic organizations (Negro,
Puerto Rican, Mexican-American, etc.)

Coordination of recruitment activities

64/

55/

0

0

El

0

0

0

with other colleges in the city or state 56/ 0 0 0

g.

h.

Lowering or waiving admissions criteria

Setting aside institutional funds for

financial assistance exclusively for

57/ 0 0 0

disadvantaged students 8I 0 0 0

I. Other (Please specify) 59/ L 0 0



12. a. Does voui institution have.' special program to recruit disadvantaged students.

60/ 0 2 0 No
(P 2h, c and I) (Please skip to

If you have a special progru

b. Pleasc give us the name and office or OHe of the person in charge of this program:

Name:

Office oi title:

61/

62/

Is directing this program the sole or primary responsibility f the person named above?

63/ 1 Li Yes 0 No

Are EOG funds used to provide financial aid to students recruited under this progra_

64/ 1 0 Yes

if you have no special progra

e. Have you ever had such a prograr

65/ 1 0 Yes

2 Li No

2 0 No

13. Many institutions, for various reasons, do not attempt to recruit specifically disadvantaged students. If
this is so for your institution, please check here:

66/

14. Which, if any, of the follo ing factors either iimit or prevent your institution from recr
disadvantaged students?

Please check as many as apply

67/ 0 a. No need for recruitment; we have sufficient applicants who fall into the
"disadvantaged" category

68/ 0 b. Inadequate funds for recruitment activities

69/ 0 c. Inadequate funds for financial aid to such students

70/ 0 d. Inadequate funds for supportive services which such students, once
enrolled, might need

71/ 0 e. The curriculum at this institution is too rigorous for such students

72/ 0 f. The religious or social climate would make it difficult for such students to
adjust

73/ 0 g We're unprepared to handle the kinds of proble s that other schools have
encountered when they admitted such students

74/ 0 h. We'd like to recruit such students but are concerned about alumni,
community, parent, faculty, Or student reaction

75/ 0 i. Other (Please specify)

79-80/01

359



1-6/

1 5. a What is your best estimate of the proportion of all full-time undergraduate students for w tom the

regular admissions criteria are modified?

Approximate per c _t:

7-8/

b. For about what proportion of EOG recipients wo -1d you sny regular admissions c'riteria are

modified?

Approximate per cen

Supportive Programs

9-10/

16. a. Are the following services available at your institution for students who are having difficulty with

academic work?

Please check for each item which is available

1 v 0 (1) Remedial courses in math, English, reading, etc.

v 0 (2) Special tutoring

13/ 0 (3) Extra counseling or guidance

14/ 0 (4) Other (Please specify)

Please check here if no services are available and skip to Question 19.

15/ 0

a. if any undergraduate's academic work falls below accepted limits, is he required to attend
remedial, counseling, or tutorial programs?

16/ 1 0 Yes 2 0 No

b. Are any entering freshmen required to attend such programs on the basis of their records at the
time of admission?

17/ 1 0 Yes 2 0 N

18. a. What is your best estimate of the proportion of all full-time undergraduate studentc who have used
remedial or tutorial services while enrolled at your institution?

Approximate per cent:
18-19/

b. About what proportion of current EOG recipients would you esti ate have received such services
while enrolled at your institution?

Approximate per cent:
20-21/

Are students who are having difficulty with academic work encouraged to take fewer credits than the
usual full-time load?

22/ 1 0 Yes 2 0 No



a. Are students ever employed as tutors for other students who requir :pecial academic

23/ 1 0 Yes 2 0 No

IF YES: Have college Work-Study funds been used for this purpose?

24/ 1 0 Yes 2 0 No

If. at the end of a sem ster EOG student is doing failing work, is the financial aid office notified?

0 No21 1 0 Yes

Assessment of the EOG Progn at Your Institution

It is very difficult to estimate the impact of a program like EOG, which is only one of several
Federal programs to help students who have difficulty paying for college. We would like your
opinion, however, about the impact of the EOG Program at your institution.

22. First, would you say that in general, the DOG Prograr at your institution has been successful in its
stated purpose, that is, "to assist in making available the benefits of highef education to qualified high
school graduates of exceptional financial need

26/ 1 0 Definitely yeS

2 0 Probably yes

3 0 Probably no
4 0 Definitely no

23. a. Have you had any increase _n enrollment of Negro or other inority-group students at your
institution since 1966?

27/ 1 D Yes 2 0 No

b. IF YES: Would you say that this increase has been:

Check one
28/ 1 0 Largely due to the availability of EOG funds

2 0 Partly due to EOG, partly other factors
3 0 Mostly due te other factors

c. Has your institution been under pressure from the community to admit minority-group students?

29/ 1 0 A great deal 2 0 Some pressure 3 0 No pressure
of pressure

6



Which of the following statements describe effects which EOG has had at your i _stitution?

Please answer for each item

a. EOG has enabled us to award gra s or scholarships for the
first time. 30/

b. EOG has enabled us to distribute financial aid to more
students than formerly.

c. EOG has enabled us to award more to each student
receiving financial aid than formerly.

d. EOG has fostered unrealistic expectations among students
and their families about the amount of financial aid
available.

e. EOG has made us more willing to take a chance on
"high-risk" students. :34/

f. EOG has probably made students less willing to take loans
andior work at term-jobs to finance their (ducation. 35/ 0

g. EOG has brought a new type of student (from a

low-income home) to the institution. 36/ 0
h. The availability of EOG funds has made it more difficult -o

raise scholarship money from private sources. 37/ 0
1. EOG has served as an impetus for initiating or increasing

recruitment efforts among minority-groups. 38/ 0

31/

33/

Yes No
(1) (2)

j. Aside from serving as an additional source of funds for
financial aid, EOG has had little impact at our institution. 39/ 0

lc Other (Please spectfy) 40/ 0

25. a. Does your institution have any plans f o withdraw from the EOG Program in the next few years?

41/ 1 0 Yes
2 0 Possibly
3 0 No (IF NO: Please skip to 25c)

IF YES OR POSSIBLY: Can you explain below why your institu ion is planning to withdraw from
the EOG Program?

42-43

c. Do you plan to expand, reduce or maintain the FOG Program at i s current level during the next

few yea

44/ i 0 Expand the program
2 0 Reduce the program
3 0 Maintain the program

7

current level



Part II. INSTITUTIONAL DATA

A. Financial Aid Data

This se tion in which we are requesting various financial aid s
you or someone else in your office who has access to genera
records.

atistics, can be fil_ed out by
financial records and EOG

26. Costs of attendance:

What are the annual charges for a full-time undergraduate s udent at your institution for:

a. Tuition and fees for in-state or local residents:
46-48/

Tuition and fees for out-of-state, or out-of-district, residents: Only enter a
figure here if a and b are d rent)

c. Room and board for those living in college facilities on campus: Write
there are no college residence _acilities on campus)

49-52/

53-56/

27. Approximate per cent of the full-time undergraduate student body receiving any form of Financial aid
(i.e., grants, scholarships, loans, tuition waivers, etc):

Approxi ate per cent:
57-58/

28. Number of students receiving EOG initial and renewal grants for 1969-70:

a. Number receiving EOG initial year grants:

b. Number receiving EOG renewal grants:
Number
62-65/

Number
59-61/

29. Number of all s udents receiving initial and renewal EOGs during 969-70, who a e Ente a zero [0 if
none)-

66-68/ a. Negroes

69-71/ b. Spanish-surnamed A ericans

72-73/ c. American Indians

74-75/ d. Oriental Americans

79-80/02

8



In questions 30-33, if you are not able to provide exact figures for an item please give us your best estimate of

the per cent for that item.

30. Nu- her of all studen .s currently receiving FOGs (i'itial and renewal' o:

Number or Approximate
per cent

a. Are male 7-8/ /a

b. Are married 9-10/ %

c. Live on campus 11-12/ %

d. Were in the top quartile (high) of
their high school graduating class 13- 4/

e. Were in the 2nd quartile of their
high school graduating class 15-16/

Were in the bottom half (low) of
their high school graduating class

Number of all 1968-69 EOG recipients: 19-22/

32. Number of all 1968-69 EOG recip who:

a. Reenrolled for 1969;70

b. Graduated

e. Transferred to another institution

d. Drupped out

Number

17-18/

Nu ber or Approximate
per :ent

23-24/

25-26/

27-28/

29-30/

33. Approximate per cent of all 1968-69 freshmen EOG recipients who reenrolled for 1969-70:

Approximate per cent: %
31-32/

9



Enrollment and Admissions Data

Not all schools have the fac lities or personnel to keep detailed records on their student body.
However, we should appreciate as much of the following information as can be supplied, either
by you or anyone else who is familiar with enrollment and admissions statistics.

3 7

38-42/

Please give us the full-time undergraduate enrollment figures for 1969-70 for each of the following:
(Enter a zero 01 if none)

43-46/ _ a Negroes

47-50/ b. Spanish-surnamed Americans

51-53/ e. American Indians

54-56/ d. Oriental Americans

For this question it is very possible that you do not have exact data to prov de the percentages we are
requesting. If you are not able to give us the exact information, please give us your best estimate .for
each item and indicate that the percentage is an estimate by checking the adjoining box Rather than
leave any item blank, please try to give us an approximate percentage in each case.

a. Per cent of those who applied for admiss on as
freshmen for 1969-70 who were accepted:

Per cent of last year's freshmen who reenrolled
for 196970:

c. Per cent of all full-time undergraduates who:

57-58/

60-61/

(1) Are male 63-64/

(2) Are married 66-67/

(3) Live on campus 69-70/

(4) Were in the top quartile of their high
school graduating class 72-73/

s

10

lease check here
if per cent is an

estimate

% 59/ 0

62/ 0

85/ 0
68/ 0
71/ 0

74/ 0



C. Your Position

36. Please indicate your official title Provost Assistant Director of Financial Aid,

If mote than one please give the title which involves you in the EOG Program.

Title:
75/

Are you the EOG Designee for your ins itution?

76/ 1 0 Yes

IF NO:

b. Do you work directly under the official EOG Designee?

2 0 No

77/ 1 0 Yes 2 0 No

What is the EOG Designee's ti le?

38. Name of School:

79-80/03

78/

Please feel free to use the inside cover of this questionnaire to make any further comments about
the operation of the EOG Program at your institution, successes or satisfactions, problems or
dissatisfactions you have with the program, clarification of any of your responses, etc.

THANK YOU FOR YOUR CO PERATION

368
ii
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Please check each of the follow
ing sources from

 w
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QUESTIONNAIRE FOR STUDENTS PARTICIPATING

IN THE

EDUCATIONAL OPPORTUNITY GRANT PROGRAM

Supported by

United States Office of Education

Columbia Universi
ureau 'of Applied Social Research

605 Weit-115th Street
York, Nework 10025



Budget Bureau No. 51-S 70003
Approval Expires 7/30/70

Dear Student:

This questionnaire is part of a study sponsored by the U.S. Office of Education to provide
information about students who have been awarded Educational Opportunity Grants to
help finance their college studies. Your school has indicated that you are one of a number of
students who have been awarded this type of grant. We are asking you, therefore, to
complete this questionnaire which focuses on the various ways in which you meet your
college expenses, the problems you may encounter in financing your education, your
attitudes about college, your career plans, etc.

We recognize that not everyone will be able to give an exact answer to every ques _ion asked,

but we should appreciate your giving the answer you believe to be most nearly correct for
each question.. Please feel free to add your comments or explanations at any point. You may

be sure that the information you supply in this questionnaire will be confidential and used
only for statistical purposes; your name will not be associated with any answers you give.

The questionnaire should take approximately 20 minutes to complete.

As a result of the information received from these questionnaires, the U.S. Office of
Education will be better able to continue its work in helping students finance their college

education. It is very important, therefore, that you complete this questionnaire as quickly as

possible and mail it back to our office. We will pay the postage.

Thank you very much f 3r your cooperation.

Sincerely yours,

1141tda ft/1.Q

Nathalie Friedman
Project Director
Bureau of Applied Social Research
Columbia University

P.S. Please re _urn this questionnaire by February 28, 1970.
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1. a. Please write in the name of your college or university.

1-6/

7-8/

(Name of college or university)

(Division or branch, if any)

b. What is your present class in college?

1 0 Freshman
2 0 Sophomore

(State

0 Junior
4 0 Senior

5 0 Other (Please specify)

c. For how many years have you been taking courses in ,_ny college, either as a full-time or part-time
student? (Please check the appropriate answer)

This year is y:

10/ 01st 02nd 03rd 04th 05th 06th 07th or more

d. Is the number of credits you are taking this semester considered a full-time program or less? (Please
check the appropriate category)

11/ 1 0 Full-time 3 0 About½time
2 0 About 3 time 4 0 Less than 1/2 time

2. a. About how many miles from your permanent home is the college you are at ending?

Approxii_ ate number of miles
12-14/

Are youlving in your pei _anent home while you attend college?

15/

IF NO:

c. Where are you living this term while attending college?

0 Yes 2 0 No

16/ 1

2

3

4

5

6

7

0
0
0
0
0
0
0

Dormitory or residence hall

Fraternity or sorority house

Relatives' home

Co-op housing

Off-campus home or apartment under college control

Off-campus home or apartment not under college control

Other (Please specify)
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We would like to know two things:

a. When did you first decide you would go to college? (Please check in column [ aj_

b. When did you first decide you would go to the college you are now attending? (Please chec colu

(a) (b)
to to this

college college
17/ 18/

I always just assumed I would go 1 0 1 0
Before high school 2 0 2 0
During lOth or 1 lth grade 3 0 3 0
During my senior year in high school 4 0 4 0
After graduating from high school 5 0 5 0

4. a. Please tell us how important each of the following persons or groups was in your decision to attend
this college. Were they very important, somewhat important, or not at all important?

Please che k one box on each line

Very
important

(1)

Somewhat
important

(2)

Nor a
important

(3)

(1) Your parents 0 0 0

(2) If married: your husband or wife 20/ 0 0 0

(3) A high school teacher or guidance
counselor 21/ 0 0 0

(4) High school friends 22/ 0 0 0

(5) A representative from the college 23/ 0 0 0

(6) Graduates or students from the college
whom you or your parents knew 24/ 0 0 0

(7) People you worked with on a job 25/ 0 0 0

(8) Some community group, agency, or
program (e.g. Upward Bound, 26/ 0 0 0
Educational Talent Search, etc.)

(9 ) Other person or group (Please specify) 27/ 0 0 0

Now, please go back and double.check Mil for the one person or group you feel was most
important in your decision to attend this college.

28/
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c. There are many factors which help a person decide to go to one college or another. We would like to
know how important each of the following was in your decision to attend this college:

A major
reason for

my decision

A minor
reason for

my decision

Unrelated
to my

decision
Please check one box on each line

(1) (2) (3)

(1) The opportunity to live at home 29/ 0 0 0

(2) The opportunity to live away from ho e 30/ 0 0 0

(3) The opportun ty to be with students
like yourself 31/ 0 0

(4) The low cost of the college 32/ 0 0 0

(5) The availability of financial aid / 0 0 0

(6) The academic prog am 34/ 0 0 0

(7) The religious program or atmosphere 35/ 0 0

(8) The athletic program 36/

(9) Some other factor (Please sped 37/ 0 0 0

d. Now, please go back and double-eheck WA for the one factor above which was most important in
your decision to attend this college.

38/

5. At the time that you applied to the college you are presently attending, had you applied to any other
college?

39/ i 0 Yes 2 0 No

IF YES: Were you accepted by another college?

40/ 1 0 Yes 2 0 No

4



6. Please indicate how much of your college and living expenses this year is being financed through each of
the following sources: (For each item, please indicate whether it pays a great deal, some, or none of your
college expenses this year.)

Please check one box on each line

Pays a great
deal of mi
expenses

(1)

Pays some
of my

expenses
(2)

Pays none
of my

expenses
(3)

Support from parents 41/ 0 0

Support from spouse 42/ 0 0

c. A state scholarship 43/ 0 0

d. An Educational Opportunity Grant 44/ 0 0

e. An athletic scholarship 45/

A scholarship or tuition waiver from the
college 46/ 0 0 0

Other schol --ship 47/ 0

College Work-Study Federal) 48/ 0

i. Institutional student employment 49/ 0

j. A National Defense Student Loan 50/ 0 0

k. A Guaranteed Loan 51/ 0 0

Other loan 52/ 0 0

Social Security Survivors' Bene its 53/ 0 0

n.

o.

Veterans' Benefits (G.I. Bill)

Other sources: (Please specify)

54/ 0 0

55/

56/ 0

Please estimate the total amount of financial aid you are eceiving this year through the college (that is,

througb grants, loans, work-study, athletic scholarships, etc.).

Estimated total:
57-60/

Can you tell us how much money you are receiving this year from your Educational Opportunity Grant?

Amount of EOG:
61-63/

5
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Do you find that the overall amount of financial aid you are receiving this year is sufficient to meet your

basic college expenses e.g. tuition, fees, room and board charges, books)?

64/ 1 0 Yes (Please answer d)

IF YES: Is it suffi ient to meet various

o t her expenses as well (e.g.

transportation, laundry, recreation etc

65/ 1 0 Yes 2 0 No

2 0 No (Please skip d and answer

IF NO: How much additional money do

you estimate you will need to meet basic

expenses?

66-68/

a. In what month we e you notified about the amount and kind of financial aid you wou d be receiving

this year?

Month:
69-70/

Would you have preferred to have been notified sooner?

71/ 1 0 Yes
2 0 No

9. it's hard to say, but which of the following statements best describes what you probably would have done if

you had not received financial aid from this college?

Please check only one box

72/ 1

2

4

0

0

0
0

I would somehow have managed to attend this college as a full-time

student anyway.

I would have managed to at end this college, but probably as a part-time

student.

I would have attended a different college, either full-time or part-time.

I would probably not have been able to go to college.

10. Will you need some kind of financial aid next year in order to continue your education?

73/ 0 Yes 2 0 No

11. Many people are not aware that financial aid is available for students who otherwise would have difficulty

paying for college.

a. When did you first fmd out that you might be eligible for financial aid?

Please check only one box

74/ i
2

3

'4

0
0
0
0

Before my senior year in high school

During my senior year in high school

After I finished high school, but before I started college

After I was in college

79-80/05

1-6/

7-8/



b. How did you happen to find out that you might be eligible for financial aid?

Plea-se do t

a.

b.

o things:

Check all the sources through which you heard you might be eligib e

Double-check [W] the one which most influenced you to apply for financial aid

9/ 0 1. High school p incipal, teacher, or guidance person

io/ 0 2. High school friends

/ 0 3. Parents or other relatives

12/ 0 4. Upward Bound or Educational Talent Search program

0 5. Group in my community which helps students who might have difficulty
meeting college expenses

14/ 0 6. College catalogue or other college publication

15/ 0 7. College officer or representative

16/ 0 8. College friends

17/ 0 9. Other (Please specify)

Be sure that you have double-checked for the one which most influenced you to apply for financial aid.

18/

12. We are interested in some of your opinions about financial aid and about college. For each pair of statements,

therefore, would you tell us which one you agree with more. You may not agree completely with either

statement, but please check the one which more nearly corresponds to your opinion.

Choose one) c (Choose one)

19/ 1 0 Grants should be awarded to any 21/ 1 0 Borrowing money to pay for college

student who wants to, but cannot
afford to go to college.

OR

2 0 Grants should be awarded primarily to
students with high academic promise
who could not otherwise afford to go
to college.

should only be done as a last resort.

OR

0 Loans are a good way to finance a
college education

C'hoose one) U. Choose one)

20/ 1 0 Working at a job during the school
year should be avoided if at all

possible.

22/ 1 0 Even with a good education I will have
a hard time getting the right kind of
job.

OR OR

2 0 It's better to work for the money to
pay for college than to accept a grant.

377
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13. a. Would you say that most studen s at your college come from families w

23/ 1

2

3

0
0
0

About as much money as your family

More money than your family

Less money than your family

b. Compared to most students in this college, w, _d you say your grades are:

24/ 1

2

3

0
0
0

Below average

Average

Above average

c. How hard do you work to get good grades at college?

25/ 1

2

3

0
0
0

Very hard

Quite hard

Not so hard

l4 a. How do you find college work compared to what you had expected?

26/ 1

2

3

0
0
0

About as difficult as you had expected

Less difficult than you had expected

More difficult than you had expected

b. How friendly do you find most s uden s here compared to what you had expected?

27/ 1 0 About as friendly as you had expected
2 0 More friendly than you had expected
3 0 Less friendly than you had expectld

C. In general how satisfied are you with the college you are presently attending?

28/ 1

2

3

4

0
0
0
0

Very satisfied

Somewhat satisfied

Somewhat dissatisfied

Very dissatisfied



a. College students have different ideas about the main purpose of a college education. We would like to
know !low important each of the following purposes is for yoLL

Please check one box on each line Very Somewhat Not
hnportant important important

(1) (2) (3)

1) To develop skills and knowledge
directly applicable to a career 29/

2) To obtain a broad general education
and appreciation of ideas 30/ 0 0 0

3) To acquire an understanding and
interest in world and community
affairs 31/ 0

b. Now, please go back and double-check W] the one purpose which is most important to you.
32/

c. Not only do college students have different ideas about what they want to get out of college, but
colleges themselves have many different purposes. How important do you think it is for a college to
emphasize each of the following?

Please check one box on each line

1 To provide good vocational,
professional, or technical training so
that students can get good jobs and

Very Somewhat Not
important important important

(1) (2) (3)

have a decent standard of living 33/ 0
2) To provide a moral atmosphere that is

friendly and cooperative where
differences among people can be

resolved 34/

3) To become noted for its high
academic standards and for the
research and scholarship of its faculty 35/

4) To encourage the expression of
conflicting points of view and to give
students and faculty a great deal of
freedom in making policy 36/

d. Now, please go back and double-check
emphasize.

e one aim you consider most important for a college to

37/



16. a. While you were in high school, did any representative from the college you re presently attending visit

your high school to speak with students?

38/ 1 0 Yes 2 0 No 3 0 Don't know

b. While you were in high school, did you hear about programs like Upward Bound or Educational Talent

Search where hi- _ school students get special help to prepare them for college?

0 Yes 2 0 No

c. IF YES: Did you participate in any program like this?

40/ 1 0 Yes 2 0

17. a. Does the college you are at ending of er any of the following opportunities to s _uden who may need

special help?

Please check one box on each line

Does the college offer:

1) Remedial courses a _h, English,

reading, e _c. 41/

2) Special tutoring 42/

43/3) Extra counseling or guidance

4) Permission to take fewer credits than
the usual full-time program

b. Which of the above have you used at this college?

Please check the box or boxes

44/

Yes No Don t Know
(1) (2) (3)

0

45/ 0 Remedial courses 47/ 0 Extra counseling

46/ 0 Special tutoring 48/ 0 Fewer credits

10



CAREER PLANS

18. How far do you expect to go in school?

49/ 1 0 Some college but no degree
2 0 Associate of Arts degree (2 years
3 0 B.A. or B.S. degree
4 0 Graduate or Professional degree (e.g. M.A., M.S., MD., PhD.)

5 0 Undecided

19. a. When you finish your education, what sort of job or field do you think you will go into You may
not find the exact job listed, but check the one that comes closest.

50-51/ 01 0 College teaching, scientific research, academic research

02 0 Law, medicine, dentistry, veterinary medicine

03 0 Ministry

04 0 Elementary or high school teaching

05 0 Social work, library work, guidance, psychology, home economics

06 0 Architecture, engineering, chemistry

07 0 Nursing, occupational therapy, medical or dental or laboratory technician,
etc.

08 0 Business, sales, administration, real estate, computer programming,
insurance, accounting

09 0 Public relations, advertising, journalism, publishing, writil g,
entertainment, art, music

10 0 Secretary, stewardess, office work, modeling

11 0 Machinist, construction work, electrician, foreman in mine or factory

12 0 Armed forces, policeman, fireman, detective, sheriff
Farming, ranching, lumbering, fishing

14 0 Housewife
If you are undecided, please check here 15 0

b. Please give your best estimate of the amount of money you expect to earn annually about five years
after you finish your education:

52/ 1

42

3

4

0
0
0
0

Under $5000

$5,000 - $7,499

$7,500 - $9,999

$ 0,000 - $12,499

5

6

7

8

0
0
0
0

$12,500 - $14,999

815,000 - $19,999

$20,000 or more

I don't expect to work

11



About yourself:

/O. Sex:

21. Race:

53/ 0 Male

BACKGROUND INFORMATION

2 0 Female

54/ 1 D American Indian
0 Negro (Black, Afro-

American, West Indian

22. Ethnic background:

3 0 Oriental A erican
4 0 White
5 0 Other (Please specM

55/ 0 Puer o Rican 3 0 Other Spanish-speaking or
Latin American background

2 0 Mexican-American 4 0 NOne Or these

23. Age last birthday: 56-57/

24. Religion Optiona

25. Marital status:

Age

58/ 1 0 Catholic

2 0 Protestant
3 0 Jewish

59/ 1 0 Single

2 0 Married and living
with spouse

26. Where did you live most of the ti__ e while you were growing up?

60/ 1 0 On a farm, ranch, or reservation
2 0 In a small town
3 0 In a moderate size town or city
4 0 In a suburb of a large city
5 0 In a large city

4 0 None
5 0 Other P ease sped

3 0 Separated or divorced
4 0 Other (Please specify)

27. a. Have you ever served on e active duty in the armed services?

61/ 1 0 Yes 2 0 No

b. IF YES: For how many years:
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About your family:
Father

a. Was your father b -n in the Uni -d

Mother

c. Was your mother born in the United
States? States?

63/ 1 0 Yes 2 No 68/ 1 0 Yes 2 0 No

b. IF NO: In what coun ry was your fath d. IF NO: In what country was your molter
born? born?

Country:
64/

a. Is your father livin ?

65/ 1 0 Yes

b. IF NO: How old were ou when he died?

Years:
66-67/

Country:

Is your mother

69/

70/ 1 0 Yes 2 0 No

IF NO: How o
died?

were you when she

Years:
71-72/

30. Flow far in school did your parents go? (If you are -arried, please also tell us how far in school your
husband or wife has oone._

No schooling, or some grammar school

73/
Father

0

74/
Mo ther

75/
Husband
or wi e

Co pleted gramma hool (8th grade) 2 0 2 0 2

Some high school (3th, 10th 11th grade) 3 0 3D 3

Completed high school 4 0 40 4 0

Some college 5 0 5 0 5 0

Completed college 6 sO 6 0

Graduate or professional school 7 7 0 7 0

79-80/06

1-6/

7-8/



31. a. How many older brothers and sisters do you have?

(Ent a zero [01 if none) Number:
9/

If you have any older brothers or sisters: Have any of them had a year or mor_ of college?

10/ 1 0 Y es 2 0 No

How many younger brothers and sisters do you have?

(Enter a zero 101 if one) Number:
11/

d. If you have any younger brothers or sisters: Have any of them had a year or more of college?

12/ 1 E Yes 2 0 NO

The next several questions refer to your family. By family we mean those persons with whom you grew up while
you were in high school (e.g., your natural parent [sj , step-parent [s] , foster parent [s] , etc.)

32. a. uring the time that you were in high school, who was the head if your family?

1 3/ 1 0 My father or stepfather

2 0 My mother or stepmother

3 0 A grandparent

4 0 A brother or sis .er

5 0 Another relative aunt, uncle, cousin)

6 0 Someone else (Please specify relationszip)

What was the major occupation of the head of your family during the time you were in high school?
You may not find the exact occupation below, but please check the category which comes closest.

14/ 1 0 Professional or semi-professional (doctor. lawyer. teacher. medical
technician, minister)

2 0 Business owner or manager, farm owner

0 Salesman or clerical worker

0 Skilled worker carpenter, plumber, electrician, tailor, foreman in factory
or mine)

5 0 Protective or service worker (policeman, fireman, barber

6 0 Semi-skilled worker (bus driver, machine operator)

7 0 Workman or laborer (fisherman, farm worker, gas station attendant, longshoreman);

8 0 Unemployed

9 0 Don't know

14



c. Has your family ever received welfare payments?

15/ 1 0 Yes 2 0 No

a. About how much would you estimate your family's total income from all s urces was last yea 9

(If married, answer for your parental family anyway.)

16/ 1

2

3

0
0
0
0
D

Under $3,000

$3,000 - $4,449

$4,500 - $5,999

$6,000 - $7,499

$7,500 - $8,999

6

7

8

9

0
0
0
0

$9,000 - $10,499

$10,500 - $11,999

$12,000 or more

Don't know

Are you contributing money to your family?

17/ 1 0 Yes, quite a bit

2 0 Yes, a little

D No

About your high school:

34. a. When did you graduate from high school or receive a high school equivalency diploma?

Month! Year:
18-19/

b. About how many students were in your high school graduating class?

Number:
22-26/

20-21/

a. Was there an academic or college preparatory program in your high school?

26/ 1 0 Yes 2 0 No

Which of the following describes the high school program in which you were enrolled?

27/ 1

2

0
0

0

General

Academic or college
preparatory
Commercial or business

4

5

6

0
0

0

Vocational

Agricultural

Industrial Arts
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c. Please give us your best estimate of the proportion of students in your high school gr d ating c ,_ss who
went on to college.

28/ 1 0 More than :.Y4

2 0 About 1/2 to 74/t

0 About 'A to 1/2
0 Less than 'A

d. Of your three closest friends in high school, how many went -o college? (

Number:
29/

36. Please estimate the propo-tion of students in your ligh school who were Negro.

30/ i 0 75% - WO%

2 0 50% - 74%

3 0 25% - 49%

l 0% - 24%

e zero I UJ jj none

5 0 5% - 9%

6 0 Some, but less than 5%

7 0 None

37. a. Please check your approximate grade average on report cards in high school.

Name:

31/ A A- B+ B B- C+ C C- D+ or lower
0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9

About where did you stand in your high school graduating class?

32/ 1 0 Top quarter
2 0 Second quarter

3 0 Third quarter

79-80/07

4 0 Lowest quarter

5 0 Don't know

Permanent address:

THANK YOU FOR YOUR COOPERATION IN COMPLETING THIS
QUESTIONNAIRE. PLEASE STAPLE OR TAPE AND MAIL. WE WILL PAY
THE POSTAGE.

THANK YOU VERY MUCH
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